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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, Supreme Court Case No. 44036 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS, 
Defendant-Appellant, 
and 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KA TIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital Community 
composed thereof; and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
Defendants. 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and STEVEN G. 
NEIGHBORS, as Trustee ofthe A. DON WATKINS 
REVOCABLE TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DA TED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendants. 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL 
000002
Appeal from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada. 
KEVIN E. DINIUS 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
HONORABLE MELISSA MOODY 
MERLYN W. CLARK 




Time: 03:39 PM 


















































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCRANDJD New Case Filed - Other Claims 
CCRANDJD Complaint Filed 
CCRANDJD (2) Summons Filed 
CCRANDJD Summons Filed 
CCWRIGRM (2) Affidavit Of Service ( 11 /15/09) 
CCWRIGRM (2) Affidavit Of Service (11/16/09) 
CCBOYIDR (2) Affidavit Of Service (11-17-09) 
CCDWONCP Notice Of Appearance (Edwin G Schiller for 
Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie Watkins) 
CCBOURPT Notice Of Appearance (William C Tharp for Brian 
D Watkins and Robynlee Watkins) 
DCJOHNSI Order for Status Report 
CCWRIGRM Plaintiffs Status Report 
CCDWONCP Notice Of Appearance and Intent to Defend 
(Kevin E Dinius for Arnold Douglas Watkins and 
Virginia Watkins) 
DCJOHNSI Order for Status Report 
DCJOHNSI Order for Status Report 
CCCHILER Status Report 
DCJOHNSI Order for Status Report 
MCBIEHKJ Status Report 
CCSULLJA Notice Of Service 
CCKHAMSA Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins And Virginia 
Watkins' Answer And Counterclaim (Kevin E. 
Dinius And Michael J. Hanby II For Defendants 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins) 
CCKHAMSA Motion To Dismiss 
CCKHAMSA Notice Of Hearing 
CCKHAMSA Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Dismiss 
01/26/2012 03:30 PM) 
CCKHAMSA Memorandum In Support Of Motion To Dismiss 
CCHOLMEE Motion to Dismiss 
CCHOLMEE Motion for Leave to File Amended Complaint 
CCHOLMEE Memorandum in Support of Motion 
CCHOLMEE Motion to Shorten Time on Motion 
CCHOLMEE Affidavit of Nicholas A Smith in Support of Motion 
CCHOLMEE Notice Of Hearing Re Motion to Shorten Time 
1.26.12@330PM 
CCKHAMSA Brian D. Watkins And Robyn lee Watkins Joinder 
In Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins And 
Virginia Watkins Motion to Dismiss 
User: TCSIMOSL 
Judge 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
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Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 
































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCHEATJL Demand For Notice 
CCWRIGRM Notice Of Hearing 
CCWRIGRM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 
02/08/2012 03:00 PM) Motion for Leave to File 
Amended Complaint 
CCHEATJL Amended Demand For Notice 
CCWRIGRM Notice Of Service 
CCKHAMSA Affidavit Of Conservator Steven G. Neighbors 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Motion to Dismiss scheduled 
on 01/26/2012 03:30 PM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: romwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: & Motion to Shorten Time for Leave to 
File Amended Complaint =5-
CCSWEECE Notice Of Service Of A Discovery Document 
DCJOHNSI Order on Motion to File Amended Complaint 
(granted) and Motion to Dismiss (denied) 
CCSWEECE First Amended Complaint 
CCHEATJL Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins And Virginia 
Watkins' Answer To First Amended Complaint 
And Counterclaim (Kevin Dinius For Arnold And 
Virgina Watkins) 
CCRANDJD Answer to First Amended Complaint and 
Counterclaim (Tharp for Brian Watkins and 
Robynlee Watkins) 
CCNELSRF Notice of Compliance 
CCSWEECE Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie 
Watkins Answer To First Amended Complaint 
(Edwin Schiller for Donald Eugene Watkins and 
Katie Watkins) 
CCAMESLC Answer to First Amended Complaint and 
Amended Counterclaim 
CCTOLEIL Plaintiffs Reply To Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins And Virginia Watkins' Counterclaim 
CCHEATJL Plaintiffs Reply To Defendants Brian D Watkins 
And Robynlee Watkins' Counterclaim 
DCJOHNSI Notice of Status Conf. 
DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Status 05/01/2012 03:45 
PM) 
CCWRIGRM Notice Of Change Of Address 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Status scheduled on 
05/01/2012 03:45 PM: Hearing Held-in 
chambers, off record 
User: TCSIMOSL 
Judge 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
000005
Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 
















































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
DCABBOSM Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 07/24/2013 09:00 
AM) 
DCABBOSM Hearing Scheduled (Civil Pretrial Conference 
07/16/2013 03:30 PM) 
DCABBOSM Order Setting Proceedings and Trial 
CCKHAMSA Affidavit Of Service (06/06/12) 
CCWRIGRM Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins Motion 
CCWRIGRM Affidavit in Support of Motion to Compel 
CCWRIGRM Notice Of Hearing 
CCWRIGRM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 
06/25/2012 11 :30 AM) Motion to Compel 
CCKHAMSA Notice Of Service Of Discovery 
TCORTEJN Notice Of Service 
CCBOYIDR Plaintiffs Response to Defendants' Motion to 
Compel 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled 
on 06/25/2012 11 :30 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Motion to Compel-SO 
MCBIEHKJ Notice Of Taking Deposition 
CCHEATJL Notice Of Service 
MCBIEHKJ Notice Of Service 
CCHOLMEE Amended Notice of Taking Audio Visual 




Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
CCWEEKKG Notice Vacating Audio-Visual Deposition of Arthur Ronald J. Wilper 
Donald Watkins 
MCBIEHKJ Notice of Compliance Ronald J. Wilper 
CCCHILER Notice Of Service Ronald J. Wilper 
MCBIEHKJ Notice of Substitution and Change of Address Ronald J. Wilper 
DCJOHNSI Notice Resetting Pretrial Conference Ronald J. Wilper 
DCJOHNSI Continued (Civil Pretrial Conference 07/11/2013 Ronald J. Wilper 
03:00 PM) 
CCMEYEAR (6) Notice Of Service Ronald J. Wilper 
CCPINKCN Notice of Compliance with Order Setting Ronald J. Wilper 
Proceedings and Trial Re Disclosure of Experts 
CCOSBODK Motion For Leave To Submit Additonal Ronald J. Wilper 
Interrogatories To Defendant Brian D Watkins 
CCOSBODK Affidavit In Support Of Motion Ronald J. Wilper 
CCOSBODK Notice Of Service Ronald J. Wilper 
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Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 
































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCHOLMEE Notice Of Hearing 
CCHOLMEE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/29/2013 04:00 
PM) for Leave to Submit Additional 
Interrogatories 
CCPINKCN Notice Of Appearance (Stephen Smith for Arthur 
Watkins) 
CCNELSRF Notice Of Service 
CCKINGAJ Stipulation to Vacate Hearing 
DCJOHNSI Order Vacating Hearing 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
04/29/2013 04:00 PM: Hearing Vacated for 
Leave to Submit Additional Interrogatories 
CCSCOTDL Plaintiffs Motion for Protective Order re: 
confidential Information and for Protective Order 
re: Deposition of Arthur Donald Watkins 
CCSCOTDL Affidavit of Steven G Neighbors in Support of 
Plaintiffs Motion for Protective Orders 
CCSCOTDL Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for 
Protective Orders 
CCSCOTDL Notice Of Hearing (5-15-13 @4PM) 
CCSCOTDL Hearing Scheduled (Motion For Protective Order 
05/15/2013 04:00 PM) 
CCBOYIDR Notice Of Service of Plaintiffs Fourth Requests 
for Production of Documents to Defendant Brian 
D Watkins 
CCMARTJD Affidavit of Merlyn Clark Re Erroneous Caption 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Motion For Protective Order 
scheduled on 05/15/2013 04:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated:50 
DCJOHNSI Protective Order re: Deposition of Arthur Watkins 
DCJOHNSI Protective Order re: Confidential Information 
CCVIDASL Notice Of Service of a Discovery Document 
TCLAFFSD Supplemental Affidavit Of Steven G Neighbors In 
Support Of Plaintiffs Motion For Protective Order 
Re: Confidential Information And For Protective 
Order Re: Deposition Of Arthur Donald Watkins 
CCNELSRF Stipulation RE: Vacating Trial Setting 
CCNELSRF Motion to Vacate Trial 
DCJOHNSI Order Vacating and Resetting Trial 
DCJOHNSI Continued (Jury Trial 01/08/2014 09:00 AM) 
User: TCSIMOSL 
Judge 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
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Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 

































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
DCJOHNSI Continued (Civil Pretrial Conference 12/31/2013 
03:30 PM) 
TCLAFFSD Certificate Of Compliance 
CCHEATJL Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins And Viginia 
Watkins' Motion For Summary Judgment 
CCHEATJL Affidavit Of Counsel In Support Of Defendants 
Arnold Douglas Watkins And Viginia Watkins' 
Motion For Summary Judgment 
CCHEATJL Affidavit Of Doug Watkins In Support Of 
Defendants Motion For Summary Judgment 
CCHEATJL Affidavit Of Virginia Watkins In Support Of 
Defendants Motion For Summary Judgment 
CCHEATJL Memorandum In Support Of Defendants Arnold 
Douglas Watkins And Viginia Watkins' Motion For 
Summary Judgment 
CCHEATJL Notice Of Hearing Scheduled (Motion for 
Summary Judgment 10/21/2013 01 :30 PM) 
CCHEATJL Notice Of Taking Oral Deposition Of Robyn 
Watkins 
CCHEATJL Notice Of Taking Oral Deposition Of Brian 
Watkins 
CCHEATJL Amended Notice Of Hearing Scheduled (Motion 
for Summary Judgment 10/28/2013 02:30 PM) 
User: TCSIMOSL 
Judge 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
TCHOLLJM Notice to Taking Oral Deposition of Katie Watkins Ronald J. Wilper 
TCHOLLJM Notice to Taking Oral Deposition of Eugene Ronald J. Wilper 
Watkins 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Ronald J. Wilper 
scheduled on 10/21/2013 01 :30 PM: Hearing 
Vacated 
TCLAFFSD Plaintiffs Motion For Partial Summary Judgment Ronald J. Wilper 
TCLAFFSD Declaration Of Arthur Donald Watkins In Support Ronald J. Wilper 
Of Plaintiffs Motion For Partial Summary 
Judgment Filed 
TCLAFFSD Declaration Of Steven G. Neighbors In Support Ronald J. Wilper 
Of Plaintiffs Motion For Partial Summary 
Judgment Filed 
TCLAFFSD Declaration Of Steven Wieland In Support Of Ronald J. Wilper 
Plaintiffs Motion For Partial Summary Judgment 
Filed 
TCLAFFSD Declaration Of Denise Mcclure In Support Of Ronald J. Wilper 
Plaintiffs Motion For Partial Summary Judgment 
Filed 
TCLAFFSD Memorandum In Support of Plaintiffs Motion For Ronald J. Wilper 
Partial Summary Judgment 
CCHOLMEE Joinder of Summary Judgment Ronald J. Wilper 
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Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 























Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
TCLAFFSD Notice Of Hearing 
TCLAFFSD Hearing Scheduled (Motion 11/06/2013 03:00 
AM) Motion For Partial Summary Judgment 
User: TCSIMOSL 
Judge 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
CCKHAMSA Plaintiffs Motion And Memorandum In Support Of Ronald J. Wilper 
Motion To Strike And Disregard Certain 
Testimony Of Arnold Douglas Watkins And 
Virginia Watkins 
CCKHAMSA Plaintiffs I.R.C.P. Rule 56(f) Motion And Ronald J. Wilper 
Objection To Defendant's Motion For Summary 
Judgment 
CCKHAMSA Declaration Of Arthur Donald Watkins In Ronald J. Wilper 
Opposition To Doug And Virginia Watkins's 
Motion For Summary Judgment 
CCKHAMSA Declaration Of Denise McClure In Opposition To Ronald J. Wilper 
Defendants Doug And Virginia 's Motion For 
Summary Judgment And In Support Of Plaintiffs 
I.R.C.P 56(f) Motion 
CCKHAMSA Plaintiffs Memorandum In Opposition To Ronald J. Wilper 
Defendants Doug And Virginia Watkins's Motion 
For Summary Judgment 
CCKHAMSA Amended Notice Of Taking Oral Deposition Of Ronald J. Wilper 
Brian Watkins 
CCKHAMSA Amended Notice Of Taking Oral Deposition Of Ronald J. Wilper 
Robyn Watkins 
CCKHAMSA Amended Notice Of Taking Oral Deposition Of Ronald J. Wilper 
Virginia Watkins 
CCKHAMSA Amended Notice Of Taking Oral Deposition Of Ronald J. Wilper 
Arthur Douglas Watkins 
DCJOHNSI Continued (Motion 11/06/2013 03:00 PM) Ronald J. Wilper 
Motion For Partial Summary Judgment 
DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Status 10/16/2013 10:00 Ronald J. Wilper 
AM) 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Ronald J. Wilper 
01/08/2014 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Civil Pretrial Conference Ronald J. Wilper 
scheduled on 12/31/2013 03:30 PM: Hearing 
Vacated 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Ronald J. W ilper 
11/06/2013 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated Motion 
For Partial Summary Judgment 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Ronald J. Wilper 




Time: 03:39 PM 


































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Status scheduled on 
10/16/2013 10:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hele 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 50 
DCJOHNSI Order Vacating Trial and Pretrial Schedule 
CCHOLMEE Joinder of Summary Judgment 
DCJOHNSI 2nd Stipulation to Reschedule Trial 
DCJOHNSI 2nd Order Vacating and Resetting Trial 
DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 07/09/2014 09:00 
AM) 
DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference 
07/01/2014 03:30 PM) 
CCSWEECE Amended Notice of Taking Audio-Visual 
Deposition of Arthur Doanald Watkins Duces 
Tecum 
CCVIDASL Objection to Notice of Taking Audio Visual 
Deposition of Arthur Donald Watkins Duces 
Tecum 
CCVIDASL Objection to Amended Notice of Taking Audio 
Visual Deposition of Aurthur Donald Watkins 
Duces Tecum 
CCVIDASL Objection to Notice of Taking Deposition of 
Steven G Neighbors Duces Tecum 
CCREIDMA Notice of Vacating Oral Deposition of George 
Wadsworth 
CCREIDMA Notice of Vacating Oral Deposition of Sharon 
Wadsworth 
CCREIDMA Notice of Vacataing Oral Deposition of Robyn 
Watkins 
CCSCOTDL Notice Vacating Oral Deposition of Virginia 
Watkins 
TCLAFFSD Corrected Amended Notice Of Taking Oral 
Deposition Of Arnold Douglas Watkins 
TCLAFFSD Amended Notice Of Taking Oral Deposition Of 
Arnold Douglas Watkins 
CCSCOTDL Notice Of Service 
CCNELSRF Withdrawal of Plfs Moiton for Leave to Submit 




Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Ronald J. Wilper 
CCWEEKKG Notice of Compliance RE; Plaintiffs Supplemental Ronald J. Wilper 




Time: 03:39 PM 


























Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 




CCWEEKKG Notice of Compliance RE: Plaintiffs Supplemental Ronald J. Wilper 
Responses to Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins' First Set of 
Interrogatories, First Set of Requests for 
Admission, and First, Second, and Fourth Sets of 
Reqeusts for Production of Documents 
CCOSBODK Notice Of Compliance With Second Order Ronald J. Wilper 
Vacating Trial, Resetting Trial And Pre Trial 
Schedule Re Disclosure Of Experts 
CCCHILER Notice of Reassignment Jason D. Scott 
CCNELSRF Disqualification of Judge Jason D. Scott 
CCNELSRF Change Assigned Judge: Self Disqualification Melissa Moody 
CCNELSRF Disqualification Of Judge - Self Melissa Moody 
CCNELSRF Notice of Reassignment Melissa Moody 
CCNELSRF Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Jason D. Scott 
07/09/2014 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
CCNELSRF Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 07/01/2014 03:30 PM: Hearing Vacated 
CCVIDASL Objection to Joinders of Summary Judgment Melissa Moody 
CCSWEECE Plaintiffs Motion for Leave to Submit Additional Melissa Moody 
Interrogatories to Defendant Brian D Watkins 
CCSWEECE Notice Of Service of Plaintiffs Second Set of Melissa Moody 
Interrogatories and Second Requests for 
Production of Documents to Defendant Donald 
Eugene Watkins 
CCSWEECE Notice Of Service of Plaintiffs Second Set of Melissa Moody 
Interrogatories and Second Requests for 
Production of Documents to Defendant Virginia 
Watkins 
CCSWEECE Notice Of Service of Plaintiffs Second Set of Melissa Moody 
Interrogatories and Second Requests for 
Production of Documents to Defendant Arnold 
Douglas Watkins 
CCSWEECE Notice Of Service of Plaintiffs Second Set of Melissa Moody 
Interrogatories and Second Requests for 
Production of Documents to Defendant Katie 
Watkins 
CCSWEECE Notice Of Service of Plaintiffs Second Set of Melissa Moody 
Interrogatories and Second Requests for 
Production of Documents to Defendant Robynlee 
Watkins 
TCHOCA Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference Melissa Moody 
04/28/2014 03:30 PM) 
DCVOLLCC Order Setting Hearing/Status Conference Melissa Moody 
(04/28/2014 03:30 PM) 
000011
Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 




























Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCVIDASL Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment 
CCVIDASL Supplemental Declaration of Steven Neighbors in 
Support of Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
CCVIDASL Supplemental Declaration of Steven Wieland in 
Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment 
CCVIDASL Plaintiffs Supplemental Memorandum in Support 
of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
CCVIDASL Notice Of Hearing Re Amended Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment (5.05.14@ 1 :30 PM) 
CCVIDASL Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/05/2014 01 :30 
PM) Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment 
CCTHIEKJ Notice of Cancellation of Subpoena Duces 
Tecum to Sharon Wadsworth and Notice of 
Service of Amended Subpoena Duces Tecum for 
Deposition of Sharon Wadsworth 
CCTHIEKJ Notice of Cancellation of Subpoena Duces 
Tecum for the Deposition of George Wadsworth 
on April 18, 2014 
CCVIDASL Objection to Hearing Date on Amended Motiion 
for Partial Summary Judgment 
CCSCOTDL Plaintiffs Response to Objection to Hearing Date 
on Amended Motion for Summary Judgment 
CCKHAMSA Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins And Virginia 
Watkins'Amended Motion For Summary 
Judgment 
CCKHAMSA Affidavit Of Counsel In Support Of Defendants 
Arnold Douglas Watkins And Virginia 
Watkins'Amended Motion For Summary 
Judgment 
CCKHAMSA Notice Of Hearing 
CCKHAMSA Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 
05/19/2014 04:00 PM) Amended Motion For 
Summary Judgment 
CCKHAMSA Memorandum In Support Of Defendants Arnold 
Douglas Watkins And Virginia Watkins'Amended 
Motion For Summary Judgment 
CCSCOTDL Notice to Vacate Hearing (5-5-14@ 1:30PM) 
CCSCOTDL Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
05/05/2014 01 :30 PM: Hearing Vacated 




















CCHOLMEE Notice Of Taking Deposition of Steven Deposition Melissa Moody 
of Steven Neighbors--Duces Tecum 
CCBARRSA Stipulation to Extend Deposition Deadline Melissa Moody 
000012
Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 





































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
TCLAFFSD Notice Of Service Of A Discovery Document 
CCVIDASL Motion to Withdraw 
CCVIDASL Affidavit in Support of the Motion to Withdraw 
TCHOCA Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled 
on 04/28/2014 03:30 PM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 50 
CCHEATJL Notice Of Hearing On Attorney William C Tharp's 
Motion To Withdraw With Affidavit In SUpport Of 
The Motion To Withdraw (May 19 2014@4pm) 
CCVIDASL Amended Notice of Hearing Re Amended Motion 
for Summary Judgment (9.29.14@ 9:00 AM) 
CCVIDASL Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/29/2014 09:00 
AM) Amended Motion for Summary Judgment 
CCMCLAPM Non-Opposition to Motion to WithDraw 
CCSCOTDL Non-Opposition to Motion to Withdraw and 
Request for Time Limit of Service 
CCSCOTDL Amended Notice Of Hearing (9-29-14@ 9AM) 
CCSCOTDL Notice Of Hearing (9-29-14@ 9AM) 
CCVIDASL Non Opposition to Motion to Witdraw 
CCSCOTDL Notice Of Service 
TCHOCA Order Vacating Trial and Pretrial Schedule and 
Setting Hearings on Motion to Withdraw and 
Motions for Summary Judgment 
CCVIDASL Amended Notice of Taking Audio Visual 
Deposition of Steven Neighbors Duces Tecum 
CCHEATJL Notice Of Service 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled 
on 05/19/2014 04:00 PM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 Amended Motion For 
Summary Judgment 
CCMCLAPM Notice of Compliance RE: Plantiffs Second 
Supplemental Response to Defendant Brian D. 
Watkins First set of Discovery Requests 
CCCHILER Notice of Compliance 
CCMEYEAR Second Request for Motion to Withdraw and 
request for Telepohonic Hearing Date 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit in Support of Second Request for Motion 



























Time: 03:39 PM 































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCMEYEAR Notice Of Hearing on Attorney William C Tharp's 
Second Request for Motion to Withdraw with 
Affidavit in Support of Second Request for Motion 
to Withdraw 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Withdraw 
08/25/2014 10:30 AM) 
DCHOUSKN Order Allowing Telephonic Attendance of 
Defense Counsel 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Motion to Withdraw scheduled 
on 08/25/2014 10:30 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 10 
CCMEYEAR Second Request for Motion to Withdraw and 
Request for Telephonic Hearing Date of 
September 8, 2014 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit in Support of Second Request for Motion 
to Withdraw and Request for Telephonic Hearing 
Attendance for September 8, 2014 
CCMEYEAR Notice of Rescheduled Hearing on Attorney 
William C Tharp's Second Request for Motion to 
Withdraw with Affidavit in Suport of Second 
Request for Motion to Withdraw 
TCMEREKV Objection To Hearing On Second Motion To 
Withdraw 
CCMARTJD Objection to Hearing Second Motion to Withdraw 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Withdraw 
09/08/2014 10:30 AM) 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Motion to Withdraw scheduled 
on 09/08/2014 10:30 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
DCHOUSKN Order Denying Motion to Withdraw as Attorney of 
Record 
CCMARTJD Affidavit in Opposition to Amended Motion 
CCMARTJD Objection to Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
TCMEREKV Memorandum In Opposition To Amended Motion 
For Summary Judgment 
TCMEREKV Declaration In Opposition To Amended Motion 
For Summary Judgment 
TCMEREKV Supplemental Declaration In Opposition To 
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Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCTHIEKJ Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
CCTHIEKJ Declaration of Kevin E Dinius in Support of 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
CCTHIEKJ Declaration of Doug Watkins in Support of 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
CCTHIEKJ Declaration of Brian Watkins 
TCMEREKV Response To Objection And Affidavit And 
Supplemental Memorandum In Support OF 
Motion For Partial Summary Judgment 
TCMEREKV Objections And Motion To Strike The Affidavit Of 
William C. Tharp And Certain Testimony Of 
William C. Tharp In His Affidavit Dated 
September 19, 2014 And All Unfounded 
Statements Of Fact And Exhibit "A" The 
Defendants' Opposition To Plaintiffs' Motion For 
Summary Judgment 
TCMEREKV Second Declaration Of Merlyn W . Clark 
TCMEREKV Reply Memorandum In Support Of Plaintiffs 
Motion For Partial Summary Judgment Against 
Doug And Virginia Watkins And Brian And 
Robynlee Watkins 
CCRADTER Amended Affidavit of Counsel in Support of 
Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
CCRADTER Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Strike and 
Disregard Certain Testimony of Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
CCTHIEKJ Reply to Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to 
Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins Amended 
Motion for Summary Judgment 
CCMCLAPM Errata Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs 
Objections and Motion to Stike the Affidavit of 
William C Tharp and Certain Testimony of 
William C Tharp in his Affidavit dated September 
19, 2914 and all Unfounded Statements of Fact 
and Exhibit A to Defendants Opposition to 
Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
CCRADTER Plaintiffs Objections and Motion to Strike the 
Affidavit of William C Tharp and Certain 
Testimony of William C Tharp in His Affidavit 
Dated 9.19.14 and all Unfounded Statements of 
Fact and Exhibit "A" to Defendants' Opposition to 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Defendants Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for 
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Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit of William C Tharp in Support of 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
DCHOUSKN Order Extending Dispositive Motion Deadline 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit of William C Tharp in Support of 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
DCHOUSKN Order Rescinding September 24, 2014 Order 
Extending Dispositive Motion Deadline 
CCMEYEAR Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motion to 
Withdraw as Attorney of Record Filed Setpember 
11,2014 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit of Brian D Watkins in Support of 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit of Robynlee Watkins in Support of 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
09/29/2014 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 250 Amended Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Case Taken Under Advisement 
CCMEYEAR Errata Declaration of merlyn W Clark in Support 
of Plaintiffs Motion to Strike the Affidavit of 
Donald Eugene Watkins and Certain Statements 
therein and in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motino to 
Withdraw as Attorney of Record Filed September 














CCMEYEAR Affidavit of William C Tharp in Response to Order Melissa Moody 
Denying Motion to Withdraw as Attorney of 
Record Filed September 11, 2014 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit of Brian D Watkins in Sppport of Melissa Moody 
Opposition to Plaintiff/s Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
[unable to locate, possibly entered in error] 
CCMEYEAR Affidavit of Robyn lee Watkins in Support of Melissa Moody 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
[unable to locate, possibly entered in error] 
DCHOUSKN Order on Plaintiffs Motion to Strike Melissa Moody 
DCHOUSKN Order Denying In Part and Granting In Part Def Melissa Moody 
Arnold Douglas Watkins' and Virgina Watkins' 
Amended Motion for Summary Judgment 
000016
Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 


































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
DCHOUSKN Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 
CCTHIEKJ Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Plaintiff's 
Motion For Partial Summary Judgment and 
Memorandum in Support 
DCHOUSKN Order Setting Scheduling Conference 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Scheduling Conference 
11/24/2014 03:15 PM) 
CCMURPST Notice Of Hearing (11/24/2014 @3:15 pm) 
CCMURPST Hearing Scheduled (Motion 11/24/2014 03:15 
PM) Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and 
Memorandum in Support for Hearing before the 
court 
CCRADTER Joinder of Opposition to Motion for 
Reconsideration 
CCVIDASL Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for 
Reconsideration 
CCREIDMA Joinder of Opposition to Motion for 
reconsideration 
CCTHIEKJ Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion to 
Reconsider Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Scheduling Conference 
scheduled on 11/24/2014 03:15 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
11/24/2014 03:15 PM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 200 Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment and Memorandum in 
Support for Hearing before the court 
CCMEYEAR Order Granting Partial Summary Judgment on 
Counts 10, 11, and 12 of the First Amended 
Complaint 
CCMEYEAR Email between Court and Counsel Re: 
Scheduling Order 
CCRADTER Notice of Taking Oral Deposition of Donald 
Eugene Watkins 
CCHEATJL Motion For Scheduling Order 
CCHEATJL Declaration Of Merlyn Clark In Support Of 
Plaintiff's Motion For Scheduling Order 























Time: 03:39 PM 





































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference 
04/13/2015 09:00 AM) 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 05/05/2015 09:00 
AM) 3 days 
CCREIDMA Notice Of Special Appearance (Bruno J. Jagelski 
for Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee 
Watkins 
CCREIDMA William C. Tharp's Motion to Withdraw Pursuant 







CCREIDMA Affidavit of Bruno J. Jagelski in Support of William Melissa Moody 
C. Tharp's Motion to Withdraw 
CCRADTER Plaintiff's Non-Opposition to Will iam C Tharps Melissa Moody 
Motion to Withdraw 
DCHOUSKN Order Setting Hearing on William C. Tharp's Melissa Moody 
Motion to Withdraw 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Motion 01/20/2015 04:00 Melissa Moody 
PM) 
CCREIDMA Non-Opposition to Motion to Withdraw Melissa Moody 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Melissa Moody 
01/20/2015 04:00 PM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter:Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 25 
TCHEISLA Order Allowing Withdrawal Melissa Moody 
CCSNELNJ Affidavit of Bruno J. Jagelski Re Service of Order Melissa Moody 
Allowing Withdraw! Upn Defendants Brian D. 
Watkins and Robynlee Watkins 
CCHOLDKJ Answer to Order Allowing Withdrawal (Brian Melissa Moody 
Watkins and Robynlee) 
CCMARTJD Motion to Vacate Trial Date and Reschedule Melissa Moody 
DCHOUSKN Order Denying Motion to Continue Jury Trial Melissa Moody 
CCMYERHK Plaintiff's Pretrial Memorandum Melissa Moody 
CCHOLDKJ Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Melissa Moody 
Watkins Exhibit List 
CCHOLDKJ Notice Of Service Melissa Moody 
CCMARTJD Defendant's Exhibit List Melissa Moody 
CCMARTJD Defendant's Witness List Melissa Moody 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled Melissa Moody 
on 04/13/2015 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 25 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Melissa Moody 
04/27/2015 02:00 PM) 
000018
Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 




































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCMYERHK Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins And Virginia 
Watkins' Pre-Trial Memorandum 
CCMYERHK Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins And Virginia 
Watkins' Witness List 
TCMEREKV Defendants, Donald Eugene Watkins And Katie 
Watkins Pretrial Memorandum 
CCSNELNJ Defendant's Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee 
Watkin's Pre-Trial Memorandum 
CCSNELNJ Defendants Brian D. Watkin's And Robynlee 
Watkins Exhibit List 
CCSNELNJ Defendants Brian D. Watkin's And Robyn lee 
Watkins Witness List 
CCMARTJD Motion to Continue Trial 
CCMARTJD Affidavit In Support Of Motion 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled 
on 04/27/2015 02:00 PM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 25 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 
05/05/2015 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 3 days 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference 
09/14/2015 11 :00 AM) 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 10/06/2015 08:30 
AM) 6 Days 
CCMEYEAR Order Granting Motion to Continue Trial , Setting 
Trial and Pre-Trial Dates and Pre-Trial Deadlines 
CCGARCOS Motion for Contempt and Civil Sanctions 
CCGARCOS Affidavit of Merlyn W. Clark in Support of Motion 
for Contempt and Civil Sanctions 
CCGARCOS Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for 
Contempt and Sanctions 
CCGARCOS Notice Of Hearing RE Motion for Contempt and 
Civil Sanctions 
CCGRANTR Corrected Affidavit of Merlyn W Clark in Support 
of Motion for Contempt and Civil Sanctions 
TCMEREKV Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins And Virginia 
Watkins' Proposed Jury Instructions 
CCWRIGRM Plaintiffs Proposed Jury Instructions Without 
Authorities 
CCWRIGRM Plaintiffs Proposed Jury Instructions With 
Authorities 
CCMYERHK Defendants, Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie 



























Time: 03:39 PM 






































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
CCMEYEAR Plaintiffs Exhibit List 
CCMEYEAR Plaintiffs Witness List 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled 
on 09/14/2015 11 :00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
CCMEYEAR Continued (Jury Trial 10/13/2015 11 :30 AM) 6 
Days 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Contempt Hearing - Civil 
10/26/2015 03:00 PM) 
CCHOLDKJ Plaintiffs Revised Trial Exhibit List 
CCMEYEAR Email Re: Confirmation of Court Trial 
CCGARCOS Trial Subpoena - George Wadsworth 
CCGARCOS Trial Subpoena - Sharon Wadsworth 
CCGARCOS Trial Subpoena - Brian Watkins 
CCGARCOS Plaintiffs Supplemental Revised Trial Exhibit List 
CCMYERHK (3)Affidavit Of Service 10.8.15 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Court Trial scheduled on 
10/13/2015 11 :30 AM: District Court Hearing Hel< 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 6 Days less than 400 
CCMEYEAR Hearing Scheduled (Court Trial 10/14/2015 
09:30 AM) 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Court Trial scheduled on 
10/14/2015 09:30 AM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 600 
CCSNELNJ NOTICE OF APPesarance (Foley for Brian 
Watkins) 
CCGARCOS Withdrawal of the Motion for Contempt and Civil 




















DCHOUSKN Order Dismissing Contempt Charge and Vacating Melissa Moody 
Hearing 
CCMEYEAR Hearing result for Contempt Hearing - Civil Melissa Moody 
scheduled on 10/26/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing 
Vacated 
CCMEYEAR Email Re: Mr. Arthur Donald Watkins Melissa Moody 
CCBARRSA Stipulation Re Proposed Findings of Fact and Melissa Moody 
Conclusions of Law 
CCWRIGRM Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins Proposed Melissa Moody 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
000020
Date: 5/2/2016 
Time: 03:39 PM 










































Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
TCHEISLA Stipulation RE Substitution of Plaintiff 
TCHEISLA Affidavit of Merlyn W . Clark 
TCHEISLA Plaintiffs Proposed Findings Of Fact And 
Conclusions Of Law, And Order 
DCHOUSKN Order Regarding Substitution of Plaintiff 
DCHOUSKN Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order 
DCHOUSKN Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Civil Disposition entered for: Watkins, Arnold 
Douglas, Defendant; Watkins, Arthur Donald, 
Plaintiff. Filing date: 1/12/2016 
CCMEYEAR STATUS CHANGED: Closed 
CCPERKDL Affidavit of Meryln W Clark in Support of Plaintiffs 
Motion for Costs and Attorney Fees 
CCPERKDL Plaintiffs Memorandum of Costs and Attorneys 
Fees 
CCGARCOS Motion for Rule 54(8) Certification of Judgment 
Against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins 
CCMEYEAR Judgment Against Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins with 54(b) Certificate 
CCJOHNLE Stipulation Re: Extention to File Objection to 
Plaintiffs Memorandum of Costs and Attorney 
Fees 
DCHOUSKN Order Extending Time for Defendant's Objection 
on costs and Attorney Fees 
CCHYSEKB Motion for Reconsideration of Final Judgment 
CCHYSEKB Declaration of Counsel in Support Motion for 
Reconsideration of Final Judgment 
CCHYSEKB Memorandum in Support of Defendant's Motion 
for Reconsideration of Final Judgment 
CCHYSEKB Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs 
CCHYSEKB Declaration of Counsel in Support Motion 
Attorney Fees and Costs 
CCHYSEKB Memorandum of Attorney Fees and Costs 
CCBUTTAR Objection To Plaintiffs Memorandum Of Costs 
And Attorney Fees 
CCBUTTAR Declaration Of Counsel In Support Of Objection 
To Memorandum Of Costs And Attorney Fees 
CCATKIFT Stipulation Re Judgment 
CCMEYEAR Judgment - Dismissal of Virginia Watkins 
DCHOUSKN Order Denying Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virgina Watkins' Motion for Attorney 
Fees and Costs 
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Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D Watkins, etal. 
User 
DCHOUSKN Order on Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins' 
Motion for Reconsideration of Final Judgment 
DCHOUSKN Amended Judgment Against Defendant Arnold 
Douglas Watkins with 54(b) Certificate 
CCBUTTAR NOTICE OF APPEAL 
CCBUTTAR Appealed To The Supreme Court 
CCMEYEAR Judgment Against Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins for Attorneys Fees and Costs 
CCWATSCL Respondent's Request for Additional Documents 
in Clerk's Record on Appeal 
CCHYSEKB Amended Notice of Appeal 














Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 




Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
• NO-----...---.---F I LE o ~ 1'? ~'I A.M------..r~M '-""'~,c,c-, 
NOV 0,6 2009 
J. DAVID NAVARRO, Clerk 
By CARLY LATIMORE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 









BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ~ 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community) 





CV OC 0921373 
Case No. _______ _ 
COMPLAINT 
Fee Category: A 
Filing Fee: $88.00 
COMES NOW Plaintiff ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, an individual, by and through 
his attorneys ofrecord, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, and states, alleges, and avers 
against Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins, husband and wife, and the marital 
community composed thereof; Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins, husband and 
wife, and the marital community composed thereof; and Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie 




Watkins, husband and wife, and the marital community composed thereof ("Defendants") as 
follows: 
I. 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 
1. Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins is a resident of Canyon County, Idaho. 
2. Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins is the sole member of A.D.W., L.L.C., a limited 
liability company organized and existing under the laws of the State of Idaho; owner/manager of 
Access Mini Storage of Nampa, LLC, a limited liability company organized and existing under 
the laws of the State of Idaho; owner/manager ofBarritz Court Apartments, LLC, a limited 
liability company organized and existing under the laws of the State ofldaho; and Cattle, Inc., 
which was a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State ofldaho, and was 
administratively dissolved on or about July 7, 2009. 
3. Defendants are all residents of Ada County, Idaho, except for Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins, who are residents of Gem County. 
4. Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas Watkins and Donald Eugene 
Watkins are the sons of Arthur Donald Watkins. 
5. Upon information and belief, Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee 
Watkins are and were, at all relevant times for the purposes of this complaint, husband and wife, 
and residents of Ada County, Idaho. 
6. Upon information and belief, Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie 
Watkins are and were, at all relevant times for the purposes of this complaint, husband and wife, 
and residents of Ada County, Idaho. 




7. Upon information and belief, Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins are and were, at all relevant times for the purposes of this complaint, husband and wife, 
and residents of Gem County, Idaho. 
8. George Wadsworth is a certified public accountant, and successor Trustee of the 
Exemption Trust and Husband's Trust created by Florence Alice Rice Watkins (hereinafter 
"Florence"), the Plaintiffs deceased first wife, of which Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins is a 
lifetime beneficiary. 
9. Venue is proper in the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada, 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 5-404. 
II. 
FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
10. On July 25, 1988, Florence passed away, leaving two trusts, herein referred to as 
the Marital Exemption Trust and the Husband's Trust. Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins is the 
lifetime beneficiary of both trusts. 
11. Until 1995, Plaintiff was the trustee and beneficiary of both trusts. In 1995, 
Plaintiff, by virtue of his resignation as Trustee, caused to be appointed his sons, Brian and 
Eugene Watkins, and CPA George Wadsworth as successor Trustees to each Trust. Defendant 
Brian Watkins resigned as Trustee on or about July or August 2009. 
12. Pursuant to the express terms of the Exemption Trust, Plaintiff is entitled to 
annual distributions of the net income from the Trust. 
13. Pursuant to the express terms of the Husband's Trust, Plaintiff is entitled to 
annual payments of the net income, as well as annual distributions ofup to five percent (5.0%) of 
the principal of the Trust. In December 2001, Plaintiff made a request for a distribution of 5.0%. 
That distribution was not made. Additionally, Plaintiff has subsequently never received the 




yearly 5.0% distribution from the Husband's Trust to which he is entitled. On December 28, 
2008, Plaintiff again requested in writing a distribution. He has not received that distribution. 
On or about March 24, 2009, Plaintiff again presented the Trustees with a formal request to 
withdraw principal from the Trust. Plaintiff has not received that distribution. 
14. The terms of the each Trust require Trustees to provide Plaintiff with an annual 
accounting upon request. On or about March 24, 2009, Plaintiff formally requested an 
accounting for both Trusts. Plaintiff did not receive the requested accounting. 
15. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff has never received a distribution of 
principal or income from either the Exemption Trust or the Husband's Trust, notwithstanding 
Plaintiffs written demands, or has not received the proper amounts from either trust. 
16. Trustees have at no time provided Plaintiff with accountings as required by the 
terms of each Trust. 
17. On October 24, 2000, Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins executed a General Power 
of Attorney appointing Defendant Brian D. Watkins his attorney-in-fact and agent. 
18. Pursuant to the Power of Attorney, Defendant Brian D. Watkins, from 2000 until 
2009, operated Plaintiffs business operations. 
19. Throughout this time, Defendants, acting in concert and under the primary 
leadership of Defendant Brian D. Watkins, recklessly and fraudulently operated Plaintiffs 
business entities, personal finances, and Trust Property of which Plaintiff is a beneficiary, which 
actions include but are not limited to: 
(i) purchasing personal equipment for Defendants' own benefit, including 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins' purchase of a truck for the use of Douglas Watkins, which Brian 
D. Watkins paid for using company money; 




(ii) misappropriating business funds for the Defendants' personal benefit through 
improper distributions to Defendants and/or companies owned by Defendants; 
(iii) the preparation and payment of phony invoices from Defendants' companies; 
(iv) drawing a cash advance from Plaintiffs credit card account for over twenty 
thousand dollars for an unknown purpose; 
(v) loaning money from the business entities to personal friends and family 
members; 
(vi) failing to file and pay payroll taxes, which resulted in the Internal Revenue 
Service placing liens upon the properties; 
(vii) selling three to four pieces of Plaintiffs range land and dividing the proceeds 
amongst themselves; 
(viii) misappropriating the Plaintiffs business and personal equipment for the 
personal use of Defendants; and 
(ix) using Brian's Power of Attorney in order to execute "Compensation 
Agreements" and a "Settlement and Release Agreement" after Plaintiff expressly refused to 
execute the agreements, which require Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month in 
"compensation." 
20. At various times throughout this same period, Defendant Robynlee Watkins 
misappropriated Plaintiffs business and personal funds, including writing checks to herself, 
vendors, and Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Donald Eugene Watkins. 
21. In November of 2007, Plaintiff received an income tax refund totaling over 
$21,000. Plaintiff never received this money, and Defendants have at no time accounted to 
Plaintiff for these funds. 




22. Brian D. Watkins, using Plaintiffs wrongfully obtained Power of Attorney, 
withdrew $17,700.00 from a savings account at ING Direct. Plaintiff has demanded an 
accounting of that money but has received no information from Brian D. Watkins regarding its 
disposition. 
23. Plaintiff is unaware or unable at this time, based on presently obtained 
information and belief, to determine the full extent and nature of Defendants' activities, 
including the location or whereabouts of over $1,500,000 from the sale by Defendants of the 
Restorative Care Center in Seattle, Washington. Plaintiff expects to uncover further evidence 
through discovery. 
24. On March 2, 2009, Defendant Brian D. Watkins utilized his Power of Attorney 
for Plaintiff to execute a "Settlement and Release Agreement," whereby Arthur Donald Watkins 
purportedly agreed to pay to Defendant Brian D. Watkins a payment of $3,000 per month for the 
remainder of Plaintiffs life, and thereafter from Plaintiffs Estate, to compensate Defendant for 
the release of injuries allegedly sustained by Defendant when a tree fell on him on or about 
August 28, 1988. 
25. On or about March 2, 2009, Defendant Brian D. Watkins utilized his Power of 
Attorney for Plaintiff to execute "Compensation Agreements" between Plaintiff and Defendants 
Robynlee Watkins, Brian D. Watkins, Donald Eugene Watkins, and Arthur Douglas Watkins 
each executed a "Compensation Agreement," whereby Arthur Donald Watkins purportedly 
agreed to pay to each Defendant $3,000 per month for the remainder of Plaintiffs life, and 
thereafter from Plaintiff's estate, to compensate each Defendant for "years of service as a 
retirement benefit." 




26. Plaintiff reasonably expects to uncover further additional information through 
discovery, and hereby reserves the right to amend his Complaint upon the discovery of more 
particularized facts or additional causes of action based upon evidence discovered. 
III. 
FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(ACCOUNTING) 
27. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 26, inclusive. 
28. Plaintiff has formally requested an accounting as of March of 2009, and has at no 
time either before or after that date, received an accounting from Trustee Defendants. 
29. Pursuant to Idaho Code§ 15-7-303, Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins is entitled to 
a statement of accounts of each Trust. 
30. Plaintiff respectfully requests an order from the Court directing Defendant 
Trustees to provide Plaintiff with an accounting for each Trust. 
IV. 
SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(BREACH OF TRUSTEES' FIDUCIARY DUTIES) 
31. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 30, inclusive. 
32. Defendant Brian D. Watkins, Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins, and George 
Wadsworth are Trustees of the Exemption Trust and Husband's Trust. 
33. Defendant Trustees owe fiduciary duties, including but not limited to those duties 
stated in the Uniform Powers of Trustees Act, Idaho Code§§ 68-104 through 68-113, and Idaho 
Code Sections 15-7-302 and 15-7-303 to Plaintiff, as the sole lifetime beneficiary of the Trusts. 




34. As further described in paragraphs 7 through 19 hereof, Defendant Trustees have 
breached their fiduciary duties to Plaintiff by, among other things, failing to exercise due care in 
the management of the trust property, and in failing to obey the duty of loyalty owed to Plaintiff 
as beneficiary of the Trusts. 
35. Accordingly, Defendant Trustees have breached their fiduciary duties to Plaintiff 
by failing to observe the proper standards of care, good faith, and loyalty, and by failing to 
comply with the express terms of the trust in making distributions, preserving trust assets, and 
providing accountings to Plaintiff as the beneficiary of the Trust. 
36. As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer 
injury and damage in an amount to be proven at trial. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests 
that the Court enter an award against Defendants for damages suffered by Plaintiff in an amount 
to be determined at trial. 
37. Any judgment entered against Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas 
Watkins, and/or Donald Eugene Watkins will be recoverable from their separate property and 
their marital estates (community property). 
V. 
THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(BREACH OF POWER OF ATTORNEY) 
3 8. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 3 7, inclusive. 
39. Defendant Brian D. Watkins owed to Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins fiduciary 
duties as his agent and attorney-in-fact pursuant to the Power of Attorney executed in 2000, 
including but not limited to, those duties stated in Idaho's Uniform Power of Attorney Act, Idaho 
Code, Title 15, Chapter 12. 




40. Defendant Brian D. Watkins breached his fiduciary duties to Plaintiff when he 
used his power of attorney to execute the Settlement and Release Agreement and Compensation 
Agreements, against Plaintiffs express wishes. 
41. Defendant Brian D. Watkins repeatedly breached his fiduciary duties to Plaintiff 
in engaging in the activities described in paragraphs 17 through 26 above, and failing to act with 
due care and loyalty throughout his operation of Plaintiffs affairs. 
42. Defendant Brian D. Watkins breached each of these fiduciary duties in failing to 
act in accordance with Plaintiffs reasonable expectations; failing to act at all times in Plaintiffs 
best interests; by failing to act in good faith; and by failing to act only within the scope of 
authority granted in the power of attorney. 
43. In addition, Defendant Brian D. Watkins failed to act loyally and impartially for 
Plaintiffs benefit; failed to act with due care; failed to preserve the Plaintiffs estate plan, and 
value of the Plaintiffs property, and committed numerous other breaches of duty as will be 
proven through discovery and at trial. 
44. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests this Court enter an order finding 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins liable to the Plaintiff for the amount required to restore the value of 
Plaintiffs property and reimburse Plaintiff or Plaintiffs successors for all attorney fees and 
costs, along with any other professional fees, paid on the agent's behalf, in amounts to be proven 
at trial. 
45. Any judgment entered against Defendant Brian D. Watkins will be recoverable 
from his separate property and his marital estate (community property). 





FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(RESCISSION OF COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS) 
46. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 45, inclusive. 
47. Plaintiff Arthur D. Watkins maintained a relationship of trust and confidence in 
his sons, the Defendants, whereby he believed Defendants would not act inconsistently with his 
welfare. 
48. Defendants abused this relationship by exercising unfair persuasion and undue 
influence over their father, Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins. 
49. Defendant Brian D. Watkins improperly utilized his power of attorney to execute 
the Compensation Agreements, pursuant to which Plaintiff would compensate Defendants up to 
$3,000 each per month for "retirement," against the express wishes of Plaintiff. Defendant Brian 
D. Watkins purported to sign the Compensation Agreements using the Power of Attorney in 
violation of his trust and fiduciary duties to Plaintiff. 
50. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff hereby requests this Court for an order declaring 
the Compensation Agreements void based on Defendants' exercise of undue influence, coercion, 
and/or illegality at the time of execution, and for damages. 
51. Any judgment entered against Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas 
Watkins, and/or Donald Eugene Watkins will be recoverable from their separate property and 
their marital estates ( community property). 





FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(RESCISSION OF SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT) 
52. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 51, inclusive. 
53. Plaintiff Arthur D. Watkins maintained a relationship of trust and confidence in 
his son, Defendant Brian D. Watkins, whereby he believed Defendant would not act 
inconsistently with his welfare. Defendant Brian D. Watkins utilized this relationship to his 
advantage, and persuaded Plaintiff that he would take care of his father's business interests. 
However, he did not take care of his father's business interests or finances. Rather, Defendant 
Brian D. Watkins borrowed money, and loaned or gifted the money to himself, his wife, and his 
brothers, or otherwise misused the funds. 
54. Defendant Brian D. Watkins abused this relationship by exercising unfair 
persuasion and undue influence over this father, Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins, and using his 
Power of Attorney to execute the Settlement and Release Agreement, whereby Plaintiff would 
compensate him up to $3,000 per month for his alleged injury for the duration of Plaintiffs life 
and from his estate upon his death. 
55. Defendant Brian D. Watkins purported to sign the Settlement and Release 
Agreement for Plaintiff using the Power of Attorney in violation of his trust and fiduciary duties 
to Plaintiff. 
56. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff hereby requests this Court for an order declaring 
the Settlement and Release Agreement void based on Defendant's exercise of undue influence, 
coercion and/or illegality at the time of execution and for damages. 
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57. Any judgment entered against Defendants Brian D. Watkins will be recoverable 
from his separate property and his marital estate ( community property). 
VIII. 
SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(FRAUD; DECEIT; PUNITIVE DAMAGES) 
58. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 57, inclusive. 
59. Defendants, jointly and severally, have acted in manners that were fraudulent and 
are guilty of mismanagement, breaches of fiduciary duty and acting out of self-interest to the 
detriment of the Plaintiff. 
60. Plaintiff is informed and believes and therefore alleges as set forth herein that 
Defendants conspired, and did in furtherance of such conspiracy, engage in illegal acts, including 
but not limited to the conversion of monies of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and his 
businesses for their own personal use, as further described in paragraphs 1 7 through 26 herein. 
61. As a direct and proximate result of the fraudulent conduct, Plaintiff has suffered 
and continues to suffer injury and damage in an amount to be proven at trial. 
62. In engaging in this wrongful conduct, Defendants, and each of them, have acted 
knowingly, willfully, illegally, fraudulently, deceitfully, oppressively, maliciously, with 
conscious disregard for the rights of Plaintiff, and with a purpose and intent of attempting to 
injure Plaintiffs financial interests to the benefit of Defendants' financial interests. Accordingly, 
Plaintiff is entitled to recovery punitive and exemplary damages from Defendants, and each of 
them, in sums according to proof, as a means of deterring them from committing similar acts in 
the future and to punish for their wrongful conduct. 
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63. Any judgment entered against Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas 
Watkins, and/or Donald Eugene Watkins will be recoverable from their separate property and 
their marital estates ( community property). 
IX. 
SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(CIVIL RICO AGAINST DEFENDANTS BRIAND. WATKINS, ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS, DONALD EUGENE WATKINS, AND ROBYNLEE WATKINS) 
64. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 63, inclusive. In addition, Defendants may 
be in possession of additional facts, not yet disclosed in discovery, that provide additional means 
of setting forth this count in more particularized detail. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend this 
pleading after Defendants have submitted further discovery. 
65. Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas Watkins, Donald Eugene Watkins, 
and Robynlee Watkins collectively with one another, constituting an association in fact, through 
multiple acts of fraud and deceit as more fully set forth in Plaintiffs' Sixth Claim for Relief, 
constituting a pattern ofracketeering activity, acquired interest in and control over the 
aforementioned business enterprises and personal financial affairs of Plaintiff Arthur Donald 
Watkins, a RICO enterprise which is engaged in or affects interstate commerce. 
66. The facts alleging the existence of an enterprise are alleged in paragraphs 16 
through 22, which establish that Defendants fraudulently misappropriated and converted 
Plaintiffs business interests and financial assets for their own personal benefit, in conspiracy 
with one another, which scheme included the operation and management of a RICO enterprise. 
67. Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer a direct and cognizable injury in his 
business and property as a result of Defendants' intentional violations of the Racketeer 
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act, the amount of which damages shall be proven at trial, 
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and the Idaho Racketeering Act, LC. § 18-7801 et seq. Plaintiffs seek treble damage as well as 
the award of costs to include reasonable attorney fees in accordance with 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c). 
68. Any judgment entered against Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas 
Watkins, and/or Donald Eugene Watkins will be recoverable from their separate property and 
their marital estates ( community property). 
X. 
EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(PUNITIVE DAMAGES) 
69. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 68, inclusive. 
70. In engaging in this wrongful conduct, Defendants, and each of them, have acted 
knowingly, willfully, illegally, fraudulently, deceitfully, oppressively, maliciously, with 
conscious disregard for the rights of Plaintiff, and with a purpose and intent of attempting to 
injure Plaintiffs financial interests to the benefit of Defendants' financial interests. Accordingly, 
Plaintiff is entitled to recovery punitive and exemplary damages from Defendants, and each of 
them, in sums according to proof, as a means of deterring them from committing similar acts in 
the future and to punish for their wrongful conduct. 
71. Any judgment entered against Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas 
Watkins, and/or Donald Eugene Watkins will be recoverable from their separate property and 
their marital estates ( community property). 
XI. 
ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 
72. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference, as if set forth in full, each and 
every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 71, inclusive. 
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73. As a result of Defendants' wrongful conduct, Plaintiff has been required to retain 
the services of Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, Boise, Idaho to prosecute this action on his 
behalf. 
74. Plaintiff hereby requests an award of Plaintiffs reasonable attorney fees and costs 
pursuant to the provisions ofldaho Code Sections 15-8-208, 15-12-116(3), 15-12-117, 12-120, 
or any other applicable rule or statute. 
XII. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants, and each of them, as 
follows: 
1. Judgment in favor of Plaintiff against each Defendant, jointly and severally, for 
actual damages, punitive damages, and treble damages as further set forth herein in an amount to 
be proven at trial; 
2. For costs and disbursements of this action, including reasonable attorney fees; and 
3. For such other further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
DATED THIS 6th day of November, 2009. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
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COME NOW, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINA WATIKINS, 
hereinafter collectively referred to as "Defendants," by and through their undersigned attorneys 
of record and answer the Complaint of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS as follows: 
INTRODUCTION 
The following defenses are not stated separately as to each claim for relief or allegation 
of Plaintiff. Nevertheless, the following defenses are applicable, where appropriate, to any and 
all of Plaintiffs claims for relief. Defendants, in asserting the following defenses, do not admit 
that the burden of proving the allegations or denials contained in the defenses is upon 
Defendants, but, to the contrary, assert that by reason of said denials, and by reason of relevant 
statutory and judicial authority, the burden of proving the facts relevant to many of the defenses 
and affirmative defenses and the burden of proving the inverse of the allegations contained in 
many of the defenses and affirmative defenses is upon the Plaintiff. Moreover, Defendants do 
not admit, in asserting any defense, any responsibility or liability but, to the contrary, specifically 
deny any and all allegations of responsibility and liability contained in Plaintiffs Complaint. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a cause of action against Defendants on which relief 
may be granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Defendants deny each and every allegation contained in Plaintiffs Complaint on file 
herein not specifically admitted herein. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
I. 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 
1. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
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deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
2. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
3. In answer to Paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins are residents of Gem County. 
4. Defendants admit the allegations contained in Paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
5. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore denies the 
same in its entirety. 
6. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
7. Defendants admit the allegations contained m Paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
8. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
9. In answer to Paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Plaintiff has alleged venue is appropriate in Ada County. 
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10. In answer to Paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit that 
Florence passed away on July 25, 1988. The terms of the Marital Exemption Trust and the 
Husband's Trust speak for themselves. 
11. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
12. In answer to Paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Marital Exemption Trust speaks for itself. 
13. In answer to Paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Husband's Trust speaks for itself. Defendants are without sufficient information or 
knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 13 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
14. In answer to Paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Trusts speak for themselves. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to 
either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs Complaint 
and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
15. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
16. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
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17. Defendants admit the allegations contained m Paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
18. Defendants admit the allegations contained m Paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
19. In answer to Paragraphs 19, 19(1)-19(viii) of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants 
deny the allegations contained therein. In answer to Paragraph 19(ix) of Plaintiffs Complaint, 
Defendants admit only that the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release 
Agreement were duly executed, effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each 
Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in 
Paragraph 19(ix). 
20. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
21. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. Further, Defendants deny any obligation or responsibility to account to 
Plaintiff for the funds in question. 
22. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
23. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
24. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
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deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
25. Defendants admit the allegations contained m Paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
26. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
III. 
FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(ACCOUNTING) 
27. In answer to Paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 26 as if set forth fully herein. 
28. The allegations contained in Paragraph 28 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
29. The allegations contained in Paragraph 29 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
30. The allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
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allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
IV. 
SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(BREACH OF TRUSTEES' FIDUCIARY DUTIES) 
31. In answer to Paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 30 as if set forth fully herein. 
32. The allegations contained in Paragraph 32 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
33. The allegations contained in Paragraph 33 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 3 3 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
34. The allegations contained in Paragraph 34 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
35. The allegations contained in Paragraph 35 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
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allegations contained in Paragraph 3 5 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
36. The allegations contained in Paragraph 36 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
37. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
V. 
THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(BREACH OF POWER OF ATTORNEY) 
38. In answer to Paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 3 7 as if set forth fully herein. 
39. The allegations contained in Paragraph 39 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 3 9 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
40. The allegations contained in Paragraph 40 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
41. The allegations contained in Paragraph 41 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
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be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
42. The allegations contained in Paragraph 42 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are ·without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
43. The allegations contained in Paragraph 43 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
44. The allegations contained in Paragraph 44 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
45. The allegations contained in Paragraph 45 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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VI. 
FOURTH CLAIM FOR RLIEF 
(RECEISSION OF COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS) 
46. In answer to Paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 45 as if set forth fully herein. 
4 7. In answer to Paragraph 4 7 of Plaintiff's Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
48. In answer to Paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants deny the 
allegations contained therein. 
49. In answer to Paragraph 49 of Plaintiff's Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreement was a valid and binding agreement consisting of bargained for 
compensation. Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 49 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint. 
50. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
51. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
VII. 
FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(RECISSION OF SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT) 
52. In answer to Paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 51 as if set forth fully herein. 
53. The allegations contained in Paragraph 53 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
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Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
54. The allegations contained in Paragraph 54 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
55. The allegations contained in Paragraph 55 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
56. The allegations contained in Paragraph 56 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
57. The allegations contained in Paragraph 57 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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VIII. 
SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(FRAUD; DECEIT; PUNITIVE DAMAGES) 
58. In answer to Paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 57 as if set forth fully herein. 
59. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
60. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
61. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 61 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
62. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 62 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
63. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
IX. 
SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(CIVIL RICO AGAINST DEFENDANTS BRIAND. WATKINS, ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS, DONALD EUGENE WATKINS, AND ROBYNLEE WATKINS) 
64. In answer to Paragraph 64 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 63 as if set forth fully herein. 
65. Paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs Complaint states legal conclusions to which no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations 
contained therein. 
66. Paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs Complaint states legal conclusions to which no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations 
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contained therein. 
67. Paragraph 67 of Plaintiffs Complaint states legal conclusions to which no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations 
contained therein. 
68. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 68 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
X. 
EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(PUNITIVE DAMAGES) 
69. In answer to Paragraph 69 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 68 as if set forth fully herein. 
70. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 70 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
71. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 71 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
XI. 
ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 
72. In answer to Paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants reallege 
Paragraphs 1 through 71 as if set forth fully herein. 
73. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
74. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 74 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
XII. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
In response to the prayer contained on page 15 of Plaintiffs Complaint and to the extent 
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that Plaintiffs prayer attempts to allege facts or state claims for relief against Defendants, 
Defendants deny the contents of the prayer in its entirety. 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff has failed to state with particularity all averments of fraud (misrepresentation) as 
required by Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 9(b ). 
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims are barred by the doctrines of waiver, and/or laches and/or unclean 
hands. 
THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a claim for relief against Defendants entitling Plaintiff 
to punitive damages in accordance with Idaho Code § 6-1604. 
FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Compensation Agreement was a valid and executed agreement. 
FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Defendants fully performed each term of the agreement between them and Plaintiff 
and Plaintiff has received the full consideration agreed upon. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached the agreement which forms the basis of his cause of action. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached an implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing by failing to pay 
Defendants as required and attempting to disavow Plaintiffs commitment. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff is estopped from denying the existence of an agreement and obligation to pay 
Defendants $3,000 per month for life based upon representations made under oath in another 




NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
As Plaintiffs attorney-in-fact, Brian D. Watkins had authority and/or apparent authority 
to enter into the Compensation Agreements, thereby binding Plaintiff. 
TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims should be dismissed because some or all of Plaintiffs claims are barred 
by the applicable statute of limitations. 
ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any amount due to Plaintiff, if any, is subject to an offset for amounts due to Defendants 
pursuant to the Compensation Agreement. 
FUTURE AMENDMENTS TO PLEADINGS 
Defendants have been unable to complete discovery, the ultimate result of which may 
disclose the existence of further and additional defenses that are relevant and germane to this 
litigation. Defendants therefore reserve the right to seek leave of this Court to amend their 
answer if deemed appropriate. 
CLAIM FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
Defendants have been required to retain the services of Dinius & Associates, PLLC to 
defend this action and are entitled to recover their attorney fees and costs from Plaintiff pursuant 
to Idaho Code§§ 12-120 and 12-121 as well as other applicable laws. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defendants hereby demand a jury trial pursuant to Rule 3 8 of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
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WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for Judgment, Order and Decree as follows: 
1. That Plaintiffs Complaint be dismissed with prejudice and Plaintiff take nothing 
thereby and that judgment be entered in favor of Defendants; 
2. For Defendants' reasonable attorney fees incurred in defending this action; 
3. For Defendants' costs, expert's fees and expenses incurred herein; and 
4. For other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 
COUNTERCLAIM 
COME NOW, Defendants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINA 
WATKINS, husband and wife, by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of DINIUS 
& ASSOCIATES, PLLC, for and against ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS hereby COMPLAIN 
AND ALLEGE as follows: 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
1. Defendants/Counterclaimants, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS (individually, 
"Douglas Watkins") and VIRGINA WATKINS (collectively, "Counterclaimants"), are residents 
of Gem County, Idaho. 
2. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS (hereinafter, 
"Counterdefendant"), is a resident of Ada County, Idaho. 
3. This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Idaho Code § 1-705. 
4. Venue is proper in Ada County, Idaho, because Counterdefendant resided in said 
County at the commencement of this action, pursuant to Idaho Code § 5-404. 
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
5. Douglas Watkins began working full time for Counterdefendant in or about 1984. 
6. Douglas Watkins was paid on an hourly basis by Counterdefendant and would 
often work overtime. 
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7. In or about September 1993, Douglas Watkins began receiving a salary of $3,000 
per month while he continued to work full time. 
8. In late 1994, Douglas Watkins's monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and 
he began to work fewer hours. Douglas Watkins was told that the difference in salary would be 
made up upon the sale of the ranch in a lump-sum amount. 
9. Counterdefendant made multiple representations that, in exchange for their years 
of service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, his sons would each 
receive $3,000 per month for life. 
10. Specifically, Counterdefendant stated to Douglas Watkins in 1999 that all of his 
sons, including Douglas Watkins, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/disability 
benefit for their years of employment. 
11. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite the representations made, no lump sum was 
ever paid to Douglas Watkins. 
12. In 2004, payroll taxes began being deducted from Douglas Watkins's monthly 
checks. 
13. Douglas Watkins continued to receive monthly checks until about March 2009 at 
which time all checks stopped. 
14. In March 2009, the parties entered into a Compensation Agreement whereby 
Counterdefendant agreed to pay Douglas Watkins $3,000 per month for life as a 
retirement/disability benefit "[i]n consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee [Douglas 
Watkins] for Payor [Arnold Douglas Watkins]." A true and correct copy of the Compensation 
Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
15. Further, the Compensation Agreement provides that Virginia Watkins would 
continue to receive the $3,000 per month for her life retirement benefit, if Douglas Watkins 
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preceded her in death. Id. 
16. The Compensation Agreement was executed by Brian D. Watkins, as Arnold 
Douglas Watkins's "attorney in fact." Id. 
17. At all times relevant hereto, Douglas Watkins believed that Brian D. Watkins had 
the authority to execute the Compensation Agreement, as it was consistent with previous 
representations made by Counterdefendant. 
18. Despite Counterdefendant's promises and/or execution of the valid Compensation 
Agreement, Counterclaimants have received no retirement benefit payments as required. 
19. As of the date of this Counterclaim, Counterdefendant has failed to pay 
approximately $105,000 in retirement benefits. 
FIRST COUNTERCLAIM 
Breach of Contract/Specific Performance 
20. Counterclaimants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this 
Counterclaim as if they were fully set forth herein. 
21. The Compensation Agreement is a binding enforceable contract supported by 
adequate consideration. 
22. Counterdefendant's refusal to tender the monthly retirement/disability benefit 
constitutes a breach of contract. 
23. Brian D. Watkins was an agent of Counterdefendant when the Compensation 
Agreement was executed. Brain D. Watkins had actual and apparent authority to execute the 
Compensation Agreement. Counterdefendant is thereby bound to the terms of the Compensation 
Agreement. 
24. Counterdefendant must be ordered to specifically perform pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement executed on March 2, 2009 to ensure that monthly payments are made 
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to Counterclaimants. 
25. As the retirement/disability benefit constitutes "wages" under Idaho law, 
Counterclaimants are entitled to "treble" the amount owed to them and/or collect their attorney 
fees incurred in bringing this action pursuant to Idaho Code§ 45-615. 
26. As a result of Counterdefendant's unlawful breach of contract, Counterclaimants 
have been damages in an exact amount to be proven at trial in excess of $10,000. 
SECOND COUNTERCLAIM 
(Breach of Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing 
27. Counterclaimants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this 
Counterclaim as if they were fully set forth herein. 
28. Counterdefendant had a duty, pursuant to the agreement reached between the 
parties, to act in good faith and deal fairly with Counterclaimants. 
29. Counterdefendant breached his duty of good faith and fair dealing inherent in the 
agreement between the parties. 
30. As a result of Counterdefendant's unlawful breach of the covenant of good faith 
and fair dealing, Counterclaimants have suffered damages in an exact amount to be proven at 
trial in excess of $10,000. 
REQUEST FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
Counterclaimants are further entitled to recover their reasonable costs and attorney fees 
expended in pursuing this action, pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 12-120, 12-121, and 45-615, 
I.R.C.P. 54(b), and all other applicable Idaho law. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Counterclaimants hereby demand a jury trial composed of not less than twelve (12) 
persons on all issues so triable, pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 38(b). 
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WHEREFORE, Counterclaimants pray for Judgment, Order and Decree of this Court as 
follows: 
1. For a money judgment which fully and fairly compensates Counterclaimants for 
losses suffered as a direct and proximate result of Counterdefendant's breach of contract and 
breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing in a sum to be determined at trial in 
excess of $10,000; 
2. For an Order requiring Counterdefendant to abide by the terms of the 
Compensation Agreement and pay Counterclaimants' retirement benefit on a monthly basis for 
life; 
3. For an award of Counterclaimants' reasonable attorney fees incurred in pursuing 
this action, pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 12-120, 12-121 and§ 45-615, I.R.C.P. 54(b) and all other 
applicable Idaho law; 
4. Prejudgment interest at the statutory rate provided; 
5. For costs of suit incurred herein; 
6. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 
DATED this 12th day of January, 2012. 
DINIUS LAW 
By ~1--~ 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the 12th day of January, 2012, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Stephen C. Smith 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
William C. Tharp 
Greener Burke & Shoemaker, PA 
950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 319-2601 
cm/f:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Answer and Counterclaim.docx 
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, 
... •J ,: .. ·• 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
Nicholas A. Smith, ISB No. 8400 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 





Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
e N0.,---~~""7""'1.._...,.,_ 
AJA •. ____ ~~~ ?{ .';lf 
FEB 1 O 2012 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE VIDAK 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 










BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 





Case No. CV OC 0921373 
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 
Plaintiff ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, an individual, by and through his attorneys, 
states, alleges, and avers against Defendants BRIAN D. WATKINS ("Brian") and ROBYNLEE 




WATKINS ("Robynlee"), husband and wife, and the marital community composed thereof; 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS ("Doug") and VIRGINIA WATKINS ("Virginia"), husband 
and wife, and the marital community composed thereof; and DONALD EUGENE WATKINS 
("Gene") and KA TIE WATKINS ("Katie"), husband and wife, and the marital community 
composed thereof (collectively, "Defendants") as follows: 
I. 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 
1. Plaintiff is a resident of Utah County, Utah. He is currently married to Stella 
Watkins. 
2. Steven G. Neighbors was appointed as conservator for Plaintiff on September 8, 
2010, in Ada County Case No. CV IC 1008233. Mr. Neighbors approves of this litigation being 
prosecuted in Plaintiffs name. 
3. On information and belief, Plaintiff is a member/manager of A.D.W., LLC, a 
limited liability company organized and existing under the laws of the State of Idaho; sole 
proprietor of Access Mini Storage of Nampa, a self-storage facility located in Nampa, Idaho; 
member/manager of ADW Morgan Properties, LLC, a limited liability company organized and 
existing under the laws of the State of Idaho; former president/shareholder of WACO, Inc., a 
corporation organized under the law of the State of Idaho, administratively dissolved on October 
25, 2004; former shareholder of Simco Land & Livestock, Inc., a corporation organized under 
the law of the State of Idaho, administratively dissolved on March 7, 2008; and Cattle, Inc., a 
corporation organized under the laws of the State of Idaho, administratively dissolved on or 
about July 7, 2003. Plaintiff is also the grantor and sole beneficiary of a revocable trust, created 
on May 1, 2009, as amended ("Revocable Trust"), and the sole primary benefit of the Exemption 
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Trust and Husband's Trust created by the last will and testament of his late wife, Florence R. 
Watkins. 
4. Defendants Brian and Robynlee are residents of Ada County, Idaho. On 
information and belief, Brian and Robynlee are and were, at all times relevant to this First 
Amended Complaint, husband and wife. 
5. Defendants Doug and Virginia are residents of Gem County, Idaho. On 
information and belief, Doug and Virginia are and were, at all times relevant to this First 
Amended Complaint, husband and wife. 
6. Defendants Gene and Katie are residents of Ada County, Idaho. On information 
and belief, Gene and Katie are and were, at all times relevant to this First Amended Complaint, 
husband and wife. 
7. Defendants Brian, Doug, and Gene are the sons of Plaintiff. 
8. This Court has jurisdiction under Idaho Code§ 1-705. 




I 0. Plaintiff was married to Florence Alice Rice Watkins ("Florence"), the mother of 
Plaintiffs six children (three sons, three daughters), until her death on July 25, 1988. In her will, 
Florence created two trusts, herein referred to as the Exemption Trust and the Husband's Trust 
,. 
(collectively, the "Trusts"). Plaintiff was the initial trustee and was and is the primary 
beneficiary of the Trusts. As used herein based on the context, "Plaintiff' may solely refer to 
Arthur Donald Watkins or to Arthur Donald Watkins plus the Trusts and/or any businesses in 
which Arthur Donald Watkins has or had an ownership interest. 
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11. Plaintiff served as the trustee ofthe Trusts until he resigned in 1993, after which 
Plaintiff designated Defendants Brian and Gene and non-party George Wadsworth (Plaintiffs 
son-in-law and CPA) ("George") as Plaintiffs successor co-trustees of the Trusts. 
12. Brian resigned as co-trustee of the Trusts on August 18, 2009, and designated 
non-party Jay Thomson (Plaintiffs son-in-law) ("Jay") as Brian's successor to serve as co-
trustee with Gene and George. 
13. On information and belief, Gene, George, and Jay are the current co-trustees of 
the Trusts. 
14. Pursuant to the express terms of the Exemption Trust, Plaintiff is entitled to 
annual distributions of the net income of the Exemption Trust. 
15. Pursuant to the express terms of the Husband's Trust, Plaintiff is entitled to 
annual payments of the net income, as well as annual distributions of up to five percent (5%) of 
the principal of the Husband's Trust. 
16. Pursuant to the express terms of the Husband's Trust, the co-trustees are required 
to provide Plaintiff with an accounting upon request. 
17. On or about October 24, 2000, Plaintiff executed a General Power of Attorney 
("Power of Attorney") appointing Brian as Plaintiffs attorney-in-fact and agent. 
18. On or about March 9, 2009, Plaintiff revoked the Power of Attorney after 
discovering that his sons, Brian, Gene, and Doug, has mismanaged Plaintiffs financial affairs 
and misappropriated Plaintiffs assets and those of the Trusts, all the while saddling Plaintiff 
with significant personal debt encumbered by Plaintiffs only income-producing properties. As 
used herein "assets" includes assets of every kind including cash. 
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19. Robynlee performed bookkeeping activities for some or all of Plaintiff, Plaintiffs 
businesses, and the Trusts, and Robynlee had check-signing or other funds transfer authority 
over accounts owned, in whole or in part, by Plaintiff, one or more of Plaintiffs businesses, and 
the Trusts. 
20. Given the complexity of this case, the number of transactions and parties 
involved, and Defendants' refusal to cooperate in helping Plaintiffs Conservator understand the 
happenings regarding Plaintiff's estate, Plaintiff has been unable to obtain or review all of the 
relevant documents regarding this matter. Defendants may be in possession of additional facts, 
not yet disclosed in discovery, which will provide for additional insight and means of setting out 
the following counts as well as giving rise to additional counts. Plaintiff reserves the right to 
amend this pleading after Defendants have submitted further discovery and Plaintiff has had an 
opportunity to review the documents produced. 
III. 
ALLEGATIONS REGARDING WRONGDOING 
21. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 20, inclusive. 
22. Plaintiff relied solely on Brian for information regarding Plaintiffs financial 
affairs and did not review accounting and bookkeeping records. 
23. Plaintiff signed documents that Brian placed before Plaintiff after only cursory 
verbal inquiry into the contents or reasons for the document. Brian regularly misrepresented the 
nature of documents to Plaintiff and the reasons for certain transactions. 
24. Plaintiff agreed to compensate Brian $3,000 per month so long as Brian 
competently managed Plaintiffs financial affairs. On information and belief, Brian 
characterized this compensation as an injury settlement to avoid income tax. 




25. Plaintiff employed Gene and Doug in Plaintiffs businesses and agreed to 
compensate them for their services so long as they were actually employed by Plaintiff or his 
businesses. On information and belief, Brian characterized $1,300 per month of Gene's 
compensation and $1,000 per month of Doug's compensation as personal injury settlements to 
minimize Gene's and Doug's tax liability. 
26. On information and belief, Plaintiff and Florence owned a nursing home in 
Seattle, Washington ("Nursing Home"), which they sold to their children (78% interest) and 
third parties (22% interest) in 1984. Plaintiff and Florence carried long-term loans for their 
children to finance their purchase of the Nursing Home ("Children's Notes"). The initial 
aggregate amount of the Children's Notes was $3.66 million dollars. 
27. On information and belief, in July of 2003, the owners of the Nursing Home, 
including Plaintiffs children but not including Plaintiff, sold the Nursing Home to a third party. 
The Nursing Home was encumbered at that time by a HUD mortgage in the amount of 
$1,232,500. 
28. To effectuate the Nursing Home sale, Brian arranged for Plaintiff to obtain a 
personal loan from Zions Bank ("Zions Bank Note") to pay off the HUD loan on the Nursing 
Home, thereby allowing for its sale. The Zions Bank Note was secured by Plaintiffs personal 
assets, Access Mini Storage of Nampa ("Access") and Barritz Court Apartments ("Barritz") and 
required monthly payments of $11,093.00. Plaintiff agreed to this arrangement because Brian 
told Plaintiff it was a temporary solution and that the Zions Bank Note would be paid off from 
the proceeds of the sale of the Nursing Home. 
29. The Nursing Home was sold in May 2004 for $8.3 million, of which Plaintiffs 
children received $7.25 million, which was used to purchase Country Square Shopping Center in 
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Boise, Idaho ("Shopping Center"). Plaintiff does not have an ownership interest in the Shopping 
Center. None of the proceeds from the sale of the Nursing Home were used to pay off the Zions 
Bank Note. 
30. On information and belief, the Children's Notes have been modified at least twice 
resulting in a reduction in the aggregate monthly payment from $33,540 to $9,870 per month 
beginning in 1999 where it remains today. 
31. On information and belief, Brian used Plaintiffs personal assets and those of the 
Trusts to make payments on the Zions Bank Note until Plaintiff revoked the Power of Attorney 
in 2009. 
32. Due to the mismanagement of Plaintiffs financial affairs by Brian and depletion 
of Plaintiffs financial estate by Defendants, Plaintiffs Revocable Trust was forced to liquidate 
one of the properties used to secure the Zions Bank Note in December of 2011 to cure the 
approximately 10 months of arrears on the Zions Bank Note or lose both collateralized properties 
to foreclosure. 
33. At Florence's death, the monthly payments on the Children's Notes were split 
between Plaintiff and the Husband's Trust. On information and belief, Brian and Doug are 
paying only the Husband's Trust payments and not Plaintiffs payments, and Gene is paying 
neither Plaintiff nor the Husband's Trust. In the aggregate, as of September 30, 2011, the 
amount owing on the Children's Notes is approximately $646,715, plus interest and late fees. 
34. Plaintiff previously owned bare land in Meridian, Idaho ("Locust Grove 
Property"). In or about February of 2003, Brian, under the Power of Attorney, conveyed or 
otherwise arranged for the conveyance of the.Locust Grove Property from Plaintiff to A.D.W., 
LLC, and then arranged for Plaintiff to give 96% of A.D.W., LLC, to his six children in equal 




shares (16% each), reserving 4% for Plaintiff. Plaintiff agreed to this arrangement because Brian 
told Plaintiff that Plaintiff had approximately $2 million in cash in the bank plus several million 
dollars of assets in the Trusts. 
35. On information and belief, Brian caused A.D.W., LLC, to sell the Locust Grove 
Property in August 2006 for $3.225 million. Brian fully distributed the proceeds in to himself 
and his siblings. Although Plaintiff owned 4% of A.D.W., LLC, at that time, it is unclear 
whether Plaintiff received his share of the proceeds. None of the proceeds distributed to 
Plaintiff's children were used to satisfy the Zions Bank Note. 
36. On information and belief, Brian and Doug retained personal benefits in the form 
of options or similar rights in the sale of the Locust Grove Property. 
37. In November 2007, Plaintiff was entitled to an income tax refund totaling more 
than $21,000. Plaintiff never received this money, and Defendants have at no time accounted to 
Plaintiff for these funds. 
38. In December 2001, Plaintiff made a written request to the co-trustees of the 
Husband's Trust for a distribution of 5% of the principal to which Plaintiff was entitled. Plaintiff 
did not receive that distribution. 
39. On December 28, 2008, Plaintiff made a written request to the co-trustees of the 
Husband's Trust for a distribution of 5% of the principal to which Plaintiff was entitled. Plaintiff 
did not receive that distribution. 
40. On or about March 24, 2009, Plaintiff made a written request to the co-trustees of 
the Husband's Trust for a distribution of 5% of the principal to which Plaintiff was entitled. 
Plaintiff did not receive that distribution. 




41. On information and belief, Brian and/or Robynlee misappropriated approximately 
$231,000 from the Exemption Trust while Brian was still a co-trustee in 2009, which funds have 
not been returned to Plaintiff or the Exemption Trust. 
42. On information and belief, Doug and Gene misappropriated funds from the Trusts 
and Plaintiff's personal accounts, which funds have not been returned to Plaintiff or the Trusts. 
43. On information and belief, Brian misappropriated funds from Plaintiff's personal 
and business accounts and the Trusts, which funds have not been returned to Plaintiff or 
Plaintiff's businesses. 
44. On information and belief, in 2005, Brian sold Simco Land & Livestock, Inc., a 
business owned by Plaintiff, for approximately $238,000. Brian distributed approximately 
$20,000 to himself, Gene, and Doug, approximately $10,000 to his three sisters, approximately 
$5,000 to an entity known as Watkins Watkins & Wadsworth (thought to be the co-trustees of 
the Trusts), and $10,000 to Plaintiff. 
45. On information and belief, Brian sold land in Umatilla, Oregon, the proceeds of 
which have not been accounted for and the details of the sale have not been disclosed to Plaintiff. 
46. On information and belief, Brian sold other parcels of land owned by Plaintiff and 
did not account to Plaintiff for the proceeds from those sales. 
47. On information and belief, Brian established savmgs accounts for Plaintiffs 
benefit, but the financial records of those accounts have not yet been disclosed to Plaintiff. 
48. Brian failed to keep adequate or accurate records of Plaintiff's finances while 
Brian managed Plaintiffs financial affairs. On information and belief, Brian fabricated or 
altered the financial records that were kept to hide from Plaintiff Brian's wrongdoings. 




49. Brian commingled Plaintiffs funds with his own, and although he paid for 
Plaintiffs expenses from those commingled funds, there was significantly more of Plaintiffs 
money that was deposited into commingled accounts than was spent on Plaintiff. 
50. Brian and Robynlee misappropriated funds belonging to Plaintiff by using those 
funds to pay for their personal expenses, disguising personal expenses as business expenses 
belonging to Plaintiff, or inappropriately charging Plaintiff for services rendered. 
51. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, Brian and Robynlee 
received approximately $2,358,000 of money belonging to Plaintiff during the time that Brian 
served as Plaintiffs power of attorney. Plaintiff expects that additional amounts will be 
discovered through the discovery process. 
52. On or about March 2, 2009, approximately one week before Plaintiff revoked the 
Power of Attorney, Brian, using the Power of Attorney, executed a document entitled 
"Settlement and Release Agreement" ("Settlement and Release Agreement") in favor of himself 
and purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff. The Settlement and Release Agreement purports to 
obligate Plaintiff to pay to Brian $3,000 per month for life, and, at his death, $3,000 per month to 
his wife, Robynlee, for her life, as full compensation to Brian for an alleged injury. The payment 
obligation purports to become a debt of Plaintiffs estate if Plaintiff predeceases Brian and is to 
be adjusted for inflation. 
53. On or about March 2, 2009, approximately one week before Plaintiff revoked the 
Power of Attorney, Brian, using the Power of Attorney, executed a document entitled 
"Compensation Agreement" in favor of himself and purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff. The 
Compensation Agreement purports to obligate Plaintiff to pay to Brian the sum of $3,000 per 
month, for life, ';in consideration of the lifetime of work" Brian performed for Plaintiff and 




because Brian was "solely employed" by Plaintiff "for a number of years without the benefit of a 
qualified retirement program." Upon Brian's death, the Compensation Agreement purports to 
obligate Plaintiff to make the monthly $3,000 payment to Brian's wife, Robynlee, for her life. 
The payment obligation purports to become a debt of Plaintiffs estate if Plaintiff predeceases 
Brian and is to be adjusted for inflation. 
54. On or about March 2, 2009, approximately one week before Plaintiff revoked the 
Power of Attorney, Brian, using the Power of Attorney, executed a document entitled 
"Compensation Agreement" in favor of Doug and purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff. The 
Compensation Agreement purports to obligate Plaintiff to pay to Doug the sum of $3,000 per 
month, for life, "in consideration of the lifetime of work" Doug performed for Plaintiff and 
because Doug was "solely employed" by Plaintiff "for a number of years without the benefit of a 
qualified retirement program." Upon Doug's death, the Compensation Agreement purports to 
obligate Plaintiff to make the monthly $3,000 payment to Doug's wife, Virginia, for her life. 
The payment obligation purports to become a debt of Plaintiffs estate if Plaintiff predeceases 
Doug and is to be adjusted for inflation. 
55. On or about March 2, 2009, approximately one week before Plaintiff revoked the 
Power of Attorney, Brian, using the Power of Attorney, executed a document entitled 
"Compensation Agreement" in favor of Gene and purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff. The 
Compensation Agreement purports to obligate Plaintiff to pay to Gene· the sum of $3,000 per 
month, for life, "in consideration of the lifetime of work" Gene performed for Plaintiff and 
because Gene was "solely employed" by Plaintiff "for a number of years without the benefit of a 
qualified retirement program." Upon Gene's death, the Compensation Agreement purports to 
obligate Plaintiff to make the monthly $3,000 payment to Gene's wife, Katie, for her life. The 




payment obligation purports to become a debt of Plaintiffs estate if Plaintiff predeceases Gene 
and is to be adjusted for inflation. 
56. On or about March 3, 2009, less than one week before Plaintiff revoked the Power 
of Attorney, Brian, using the Power of Attorney, executed a document entitled "Compensation 
Agreement" in favor of his wife, Robynlee, and purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff. The 
Compensation Agreement purports to obligate Plaintiff to pay to Robynlee the sum of $3,000 per 
month, for life, "in consideration of the lifetime of work done" Robynlee performed for Plaintiff 
and because Robynlee was "solely employed" by Plaintiff "for a number of years without the 
benefit of a qualified retirement program." Upon Robynlee's death, the Compensation 
Agreement purports to obligate Plaintiff to make the monthly $3,000 payment to Robynlee's 
husband, Brian, for his life. The payment obligation purports to become a debt of Plaintiffs 
estate if Plaintiff predeceases Robynlee and is to be adjusted for inflation. On information and 
belief, Robynlee was a full-time employee for a financial institution from at least from 2000 to 
2002. 
57. Plaintiff previously agreed to compensate Doug $1,000 per month so long as 
Doug performed necessary work for Plaintiff. Plaintiff was led to believe by Doug and/or Brian 
that this compensation would cease following sale of Plaintiffs ranch, DBarW, which was in 
2006. On information and belief, Brian continued to pay Doug after 2006, in fact paying Doug 
more than he received before the sale of the ranch. 
58. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, it appears that Doug and 
his company, Watkins Contracting Services, received approximately $1,049,000 from Plaintiffs 
estate during the term of the Power of Attorney. Plaintiff expects that number to change as the 
discovery process continues. 




59. Plaintiff previously agreed to compensate Gene $1,300 per month so long as Gene 
worked for Plaintiff at Crestview Apartments, which was and is owned by the Exemption Trust 
over which Gene and Brian were co-trustees. Plaintiff was led to believe by Gene and/or Brian 
that this compensation would cease once Gene no longer worked for Crestview Apartments. On 
information and belief, Gene continued to receive compensation after his employment at 
Crestview Apartment ended. 
60. On information and belief, the HUD mortgage on the Nursing Home set 
compensation limits for employees of the mortgaged property. Based on the information 
currently available to Plaintiff, it appears Brian paid Gene the maximum amount allowable per 
HUD restrictions, and then paid Gene's wife, Katie, who did not work for Crestview, additional 
amounts in order to circumvent the federal restriction. It is believed that Katie Watkins was paid 
approximately $55,000 under this scheme. 
61. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, it appears that Gene and 
Katie received approximately $1,066,800 from Plaintiffs estate during the term of the Power of 
Attorney. Plaintiff expects that number to grow as additional amounts are discovered through 
the discovery process. 
IV. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
ACCOUNTING - GENE 
62. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs l through 61, inclusive. 
63. The terms of the Trusts require the co-trustees to provide Plaintiff with an annual 
accounting upon request. 




64. Plaintiff is entitled to a statement of accounts of each Trust under Idaho Code 
§ 15-7-303. 
65. Plaintiff respectfully requests an order from the Court directing Gene, as co-
trustee of the Trusts, to provide Plaintiff with an annual accounting of each Trust from fiscal year 
2000 to the date of this Amended Complaint. 
V. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY - BRIAN AND GENE 
66. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 65, inclusive. 
67. As a co-trustees of the Trust, Brian owed and Gene owed and owes fiduciary 
duties to Plaintiff as the primary beneficiary of the Trusts, including but not limited to those 
duties stated in the Uniform Powers of Trustees Act, Idaho Code §§ 68-104 through -113, and 
Idaho Code§§ 15-7-302 and -303. 
68. As described in this First Amended Complaint, Brian and Gene breached their 
fiduciary duties to Plaintiff by, among other things, failing to exercise due care in the 
management of the Trusts' property, and in failing to obey the duty of loyalty owed to Plaintiff 
as beneficiary of the Trusts. 
69. Brian and Gene failed to make distributions to Plaintiff when requested in writing 
and as required under the terms of the Trusts. 
70. At the time the Conservator was appointed by the Court, the assets m the 
Exemption Trust were in a state of disrepair and poorly managed. 
71. On information and belief, Brian misappropriated approximately $231,000 from 
the Exemption Trust while serving as co-trustee, which funds have not been accounted for or 
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returned to the Trusts. On information and belief, Gene failed to take adequate steps to recover 
the Trust money taken by Brian. 
72. On information and belief, Gene misappropriated or received from Brian funds 
that were misappropriated from the Trusts, which funds have not been accounted for or returned 
to the Trusts. 
73. Accordingly, Brian and Gene breached their fiduciary duties to Plaintiff by failing 
to observe the proper standards of care, good faith, and loyalty, and by failing to comply with the 
express terms of the Trusts in making distributions, preserving Trust assets, and providing 
accountings to Plaintiff as the primary beneficiary of the Trust. 
74. As a direct and proximate result of Brian and Gene's breach of fiduciary duties, 
Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer injury and damages in an amount to be proven at 
trial. 
75. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an award against 
Brian and Gene for the damages suffered by Plaintiff in an amount to be proven at trial. 
76. Any judgment entered against Brian and Gene will be recoverable from their 
separate property and their marital estates (community property). 
VI. 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF POWER OF ATTORNEY - BRIAN 
77. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 76, inclusive. 
78. Brian owed to Plaintiff fiduciary duties as his agent and attorney-in-fact pursuant 
to the Power of Attorney, including, but not limited to, those duties stated in Idaho's Power of 
Attorney Act, Idaho Code, Title 15, Chapter 12. 
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79. Brian breached his fiduciary duties to Plaintiff by engaging m self-dealing, 
including, but not limited to, using the Power of Attorney to execute on Plaintiffs behalf the 
Settlement and Release Agreement and Compensation Agreements in favor of himself and his 
wife, Robynlee. 
80. Brian repeatedly breached his fiduciary duties to Plaintiff by mismanaging 
Plaintiffs financial affairs, exposing Plain ti ff to risk through Brian's commingling of Plaintiffs 
funds, misappropriating Plaintiffs assets for the benefit of Brian and his family, and paying 
Plaintiffs fonds to Gene and Doug for services that they did not provide. 
81. Brian further breached his fiduciary duties in failing to act in accordance with 
Plaintiffs reasonable expectations; failing to act at all times in Plaintiffs best interests; failing to 
act in good faith; and failing to act only within the scope of authority granted by the Power of 
Attorney. 
82. Brian also failed to act loyally and impartially for Plaintiffs benefit; failed to act 
with due care; failed to preserve Plaintiffs estate plan and the value of Plaintiffs property; and 
committed numerous other breaches of duties as will be proven through discovery and at trial. 
83. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an award against 
Brian for the damages suffered by Plaintiff in an amount to be proven at trial. 
84. Any judgment entered against Brian will be recoverable from their separate 
property and their marital estates ( community property). 




FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
RESCISSION OF SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT AND 
COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS - BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE, AND DOUG 
85. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 84, inclusive. 
86. Plaintiff maintained a relationship of trust and confidence with his sons, Brian, 
Gene, and Doug, whereby Plaintiff believed that Brian, Gene, and Doug would not act 
inconsistently with Plaintiff's welfare. 
87. Brian, Gene, and Doug abused this relationship by exercising unfair persuasion 
and undue influence over Plaintiff. 
88. Brian abused the Power of Attorney by executing the Settlement and Release 
Agreement and the Compensation Agreements, pursuant to which Brian's household was to 
receive from Plaintiff $9,000 per month for the lives of Brian and his wife, and the households of 
Gene and Doug were to each receive from Plaintiff $3,000 per month for the lives of Doug and 
Gene and their spouses. One year of such payments would amount to $180,000 from Plaintiff's 
estate. 
89. On information belief, Brian, Robynlee, Gene, and Doug knew or had reason to 
believe that the Settlement and Release Agreement and Compensation Agreements were being 
executed by Brian outside the scope of authority of the Power of Attorney, against Plaintiff's 
interest, and without Plaintiff's knowledge or against his wishes. 
90. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an order declaring 
the Settlement and Release Agreement and Compensation Agreements void based on Brian, 
Doug, Gene, and Robynlee's exercise of undue influence on Plaintiff and Brian's lack of 




authority to enter into said agreements, and awarding damages to Plaintiff in an amount to be 
proven at trial. 
91. Any judgment entered against Brian, Doug, Gene, and Robynlee will be 
recoverable from their separate property and their marital estates ( community property). 
VIII. 
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
FRAUD/DECEIT- BRIAN, GENE, DOUG 
92. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 91, inclusive. 
93. Brian repeatedly told Plaintiff that the actions he was taking and the documents he 
presented to Plaintiff for execution were necessary for tax purposes or to protect Plaintiff from 
his current wife, Stella. Brian also told Plaintiff on numerous occasions that Plaintiffs financial 
affairs were in order and Plaintiff had access to millions of dollars in the bank and through the 
Trusts. 
94. Brian told Plaintiff at the time that Brian arranged for Plaintiff to personally carry 
the Zions Bank Note to facilitate Plaintiffs children's sale of the Nursing Home for their own 
benefit that the Zions Bank Note was a temporary measure necessary to pay off the HUD 
mortgage, and that the Zions Bank Note would be paid with the proceeds from the sale of the 
Nursing Home. 
95. Brian told Plaintiff at the time the Locust Grove Property was sold that Plaintiff 
had access to millions of dollars in the bank and the Trusts. 
96. Brian repeatedly misrepresented the status of Plaintiffs financial affairs to 
Plaintiff, telling Plaintiff that everything was in order when, in fact, Brian . was depleting 
Plaintiffs estate for the benefit of Brian and his family, including Gene and Doug. 




97. All of these statements were all false, and, on information and belief, Brian knew 
they were false at the time he made such statements to Plaintiff. 
98. Plaintiff justifiably relied on Brian, on whom he relied solely to manage 
Plaintiffs financial affairs and provide him information regarding the same. On information and 
belief, it was only when Plaintiff received notices from taxing authorities that he inquired deeper 
into his financial affairs and determined that the representations by Defendants to Plaintiff 
regarding the same were untrue. 
99. As a result of Brian's fraudulent statements, Plaintiff has been damaged in an 
amount to be proven at trial. 
100. Gene and Doug represented to Plaintiff that they were employed by Plaintiff in 
his businesses and for his benefits when, in fact, they were no longer employed by Plaintiff. On 
information and belief, Doug and Gene submitted fabricated invoices to Brian for services never 
rendered, which Brian paid. 
101. On information and belief, Gene and Doug knew that their representations to 
Plaintiff were false at the time such representations were made to Plaintiff. 
102. On information and belief, Gene and Doug conspired with Brian to misrepresent 
Plaintiff's financial affairs to Plaintiff for their own financial benefit and gain. 
103. Plaintiff justifiably relied, to his detriment, on representations by Gene and Doug. 
As a result of Gene and Doug's fraudulent statements, Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount 
to be proven at trial. 
104. Plaintiff maintained a relationship of trust with his sons, Brian, Doug, and Gene. 
Plaintiff's sons had a duty to disclose to Plaintiff that his financial affairs were not as his sons 
represented. 






105. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests the Court to enter an order awarding 
Plaintiff damages against Brian, Doug, and Gene based on their fraud in an amount to be proven 
at trial. 
106. Any judgment entered against Brian, Doug, and Gene will be recoverable from 
their separate property and their marital estates (community property). 
IX. 
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST - ALL DEFENDANTS 
107. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 106, inclusive. 
108. On information and belief, all Defendants have received money or other assets 
that were wrongly taken from the Trusts. 
109. On information and belief, none of the Defendants were bona fide purchasers in 
good faith of the assets that they received from the Trust. 
110. On information and belief, Brian, Robynlee, Doug, and Gene received the 
property from the Trusts with knowledge that the property was wrongfully taken from the Trusts. 
111. Each Defendant has received and/or is currently in possession of money and/or 
other assets that belong to Plaintiff, were acquired through fraud, mistake, or other means ex 
maleficio, and it would be unjust for Defendants to retain Plaintiffs property under these 
circumstances. 
112. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an order imposing a 
constructive trust over all property that was wrongfully transferred to Defendants and that is 
currently in their possession, requiring that the. ~ame be returned to Plaintiff, and requiring that 




Defendants account to Plaintiff for the value of all such property, plus interest, in an amount to 
be proven at trial. 
113. Any judgment entered against Defendants will be recoverable from their separate 
property and their marital estates (community property). 
X. 
SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
UNJUST ENRICHMENT - ALL DEFENDANTS 
114. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 113, inclusive. 
115. Each Defendant has received property that rightfully belongs to Plaintiff, and each 
Defendant has enjoyed the use and benefit of such property. 
116. In light of the circumstances described in detail throughout this First Amended 
Complaint, it is inequitable for Defendants to retain the benefit without payment to Plaintiff for 
the value thereof. 
117. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an order awarding 
to Plaintiff that which rightfully belongs to Plaintiff and is currently in possession of Defendants, 
requiring the same to be returned to Plaintiff, and requiring an accounting to Plaintiff for the 
value of all such property, plus interest, in an amount to be proven at trial. 
118. Any judgment entered against Defendants will be recoverable from their separate 
property and their marital estates (community property). 






EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CONVERSION - ALL DEFENDANTS 
119. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 118, inclusive. 
120. As described in detail throughout this Amended Complaint, each Defendant 
wrongfully gained dominion over Plaintiffs property. 
121. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an order awarding 
Plaintiff damages against each Defendant for conversion in an amount to be proven at trial. 
122. Any judgment entered against Defendants will be recoverable from their separate 
property and their marital estates (community property). 
XII. 
NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CIVIL RICO - BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE, AND DOUG 
123. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 122, inclusive. In addition, Defendants 
may be in possession of additional facts, not yet disclosed in discovery, that provide additional 
means of setting forth this count in more particularized detail. Plaintiff reserves the right to 
amend this pleading after Defendants have submitted further discovery. 
124. Brian, Doug, Gene, and Robynlee, collectively with one another, constituting an 
association-in-fact, through multiple acts of fraud, deceit, theft, and conversion, constituting a 
pattern of racketeering activity, acquired inter~st in and control over Plaintiffs enterprises and 
property, thereby creating a RICO enterprise engaged in or affecting interstate commerce. 





125. On information and belief, Brian, Doug, Gene, and Robynlee agreed to and did 
engage in multiple acts of theft, including, but :not limited to, Brian paying to Doug and Gene 
compensation for work that Doug and Gene did not perform, the execution of the Settlement and 
Release Agreement and Compensation AgreGments, forgery, counterfeiting, and falsifying 
financial documents to disguise their theft oLPlaintiffs property, committing fraud against 
Plaintiff as described above, and otherwise wrongfully obtaining dominion over Plaintiffs 
property through false pretenses. 
126. Defendants worked in concert for the common purpose of converting Plaintiffs 
property for their own benefit and to Plaintiffs detriment. 
127. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiffrequests that the Court enter an order awarding 
Plaintiff treble damages against Brian, Doug, Gr.ne, and Robynlee pursuant to Idaho Code § 18-
7805 in an amount to be proven at trial, as w~ll as an award of Plaintiffs costs and fees in 
bringing this action against Defendants. 
128. Any judgment entered against D~fendants will be recoverable from their separate 
property and their marital estates (community property). 
XI.II. 
TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - BRIAN 
129. Plaintiff realleges and incorporat~·s herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
; 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 128, inclusive. 
. ' 
130. Brian had custody of the documents evidencing the Children's Notes executed in 
connection with their purchase of the Nursing Home. 
131. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, on information and 
belief, on August 31, 1984, Brian executed a Real Estate Contract for Brian's purchase of a 13% 




interest in the Nursing Home, which contract provided for the payment by Brian to Plaintiff and 
Florence for the principal sum of $611,000 ("Brian's Note"), plus 9% annual interest, 
compounded monthly. Brian agreed to make monthly payments of $5,590 per month to Plaintiff 
and Florence. After Florence's death, Florence's 50% interest in Brian's Note was directed to 
the Husband's Trust (per Florence's will). 
132. Brian's Note was amended on at least two occasions - on or about December 1, 
1997 and December 30, 1998 - which reduced the monthly payment due under Brian's Note to 
$1,645. These amendments reaffirmed all other terms and conditions of Brian's Note not 
modified by said amendments. 
133. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, Brian is in default of 
Brian's Note and, as of December 1, 2010, the total sum owed thereunder was $208,205.24, 
including at least $17,809.54 in accrued interest, plus attorney's fees and costs. Interest has 
continued to accrue since December 1, 2010. 
134. On information and belief, Brian has not made a payment under Brian's Note to 
Plaintiff since March 2009. 
135. Brian has failed and refused to pay to Plaintiff the amounts due and owing under 
Brian's Note. 
136. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an order compelling 
Brian to produce any and all records relating to Brian's Note, including a detailed accounting, 
compelling Brian to comply with the terms of Brian's Note, bringing the same current, and 
awarding Plaintiff damages against Brian under Brian's Note, as well as Plaintiff's attorney's 
fees and costs pursuant to Idaho Code § 12-120, -121, and all other remedies available at law or 
in equity. 
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XIV. ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - DOUG 
137. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 136, inclusive. 
138. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, on information and 
belief, on August 31, 1984, Doug executed a Real Estate Contract for Doug's purchase of a 13% 
interest in the Nursing Home, which contract provided for the payment by Doug to Plaintiff and 
Florence for the principal sum of $611,000 ("Doug's Note"), plus 9% annual interest, 
compounded monthly. Doug agreed to make monthly payments of $5,590 per month to Plaintiff 
and Florence. After Florence's death, Florence's 50% interest in Brian's Note was directed to 
the Husband's Trust (per Florence's will). 
139. Doug's Note was amended on at least two (2) occasions - on or about March 11, 
1998, and December 30, 1998 -- which amendments reduced the monthly payment due under 
Doug's Note to $1,645. The aforesaid amendments to Doug's Note reaffirmed all other terms 
and conditions of Doug's Note not modified by said amendments. 
140. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, Doug is in default of 
Doug's Note and, as of December 1, 2009, the total sum owed thereunder was $205,260.26, plus 
interest, attorney's fees, and costs. Interest has continued to accrue since December 1, 2009. 
141. On information and belief, Doug has not made a payment under Doug's Note to 
Plaintiff since April 2009. 
142. On information and belief, Doug has failed and refused to pay Plaintiff the 
amounts due and owing under Doug's Note. 
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143. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter an 
order compelling Doug to produce any and all records relating to Doug's Note, including a 
detailed accounting, compelling Doug to comply with the terms of Doug's Note, brining the 
same current, and awarding Plaintiff damages against Doug under Doug's Note, as well as 
Plaintiff's attorney's fees and costs pursuant to Idaho Code § 12-120, -121, and all other 
remedies available at law or in equity. 
XV. TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - GENE 
144. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 143, inclusive. 
145. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, on information and 
belief, on August 31, 1984, Gene executed a Real Estate Contract for Gene's purchase of a 13% 
interest in the Nursing Home, which contract provided for the payment by Gene to Plaintiff and 
Florence for the principal sum of $611,000 ("Gene's Note"), plus 9% annual interest, 
compounded monthly. Gene agreed to make monthly payments of $5,590 per month to Plaintiff 
and Florence. After Florence's death, Florence's 50% interest in Brian's Note was directed to 
the Husband's Trust (per Florence's will). 
146. Gene's Note was amended on at least two (2) occasions - on or about December 
4, 1997, and December 30, 1998 - which amendments reduced the monthly payment due under 
Gene's Note to $1,645. The aforesaid amendments to Gene's Note reaffirmed all other terms 
and conditions of Gene's Note not modified by said amendments. 
147. Based on the information currently available to Plaintiff, Gene is in default of 
Gene's Note. Plaintiff has been unable to discover the total amount owing under Gene's Note, 




the extent to which Gene is in arrears on Gene's Note, and Gene's payment history under Gene's 
Note. All amounts due and owing continue to accrue interest, plus attorney's fees and costs. 
148. On information and belief, Gene is not currently making payments to Plaintiff 
under Gene's Note. 
149. On information and belief, Gene has failed and refused to pay Plaintiff the 
amounts due and owing under Gene's Note. 
150. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter an 
order compelling Gene to produce any and all records relating to Gene's Note, including a 
detailed accounting, compelling Gene to comply with the terms of Gene's Note, brining the same 
current, and awarding Plaintiff damages against Gene under Gene's Note, as well as Plaintiffs 
attorney's fees and costs pursuant to Idaho Code § 12-120, -121, and all other remedies available 
at law or in equity. 
151. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter an order awarding 
Plaintiff damages against Gene under Gene's Note, as well as Plaintiffs attorney's fees and costs 
pursuant to Idaho Code§ 12-120, -121, and other applicable Idaho Code provisions. 
XVI. 
PLAINTIFF'S INTENT TO SEEK PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
152. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 151, inclusive. 
153. Defendants engaged in conduct against Plaintiff that was oppressive, fraudulent, 
malicious, and outrageous. After discovery is conducted and before trial on this matter, Plaintiff 
intends to seek an order from this Court permitting Plaintiff to amend his First Amended 
Complaint to include a cause of action for punitive damages, pursuant to Idaho Code § 6-1604. 
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154. Any judgment entered against Defendants will be recoverable from· their separate 
property and their marital estates (community property). 
XVII. 
ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 
155. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference, as if set forth in full, each 
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 through 154, inclusive. 
156. As a result of Defendants' wrongful conduct, Plaintiff has been forced to retain 
the services of Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, Boise, Idaho, to prosecute this action on 
his behalf 
157. Plaintiff requests an award of Plaintiffs reasonable attorney fees and costs 
pursuant to the provisions of Idaho Code Section s 15-8-208, 15-12-116(3 ), 15-12-117, 12-120, 
12-121, or any other applicable rule or statute. 
XVIII. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants, and each of them, as 
follows: 
l. Judgment in favor of Plaintiff and against each Defendant, jointly and severally, for 
actual damages and treble damages as further set forth herein in an amount to be proven at trial; 
2. For costs and disbursements of this action, including reasonable attorney's fees; and 
3. For such other further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
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DATED THIS .J1l: day of February, 2012. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this D~ of February, 2012, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to each of the following: 
Fredric V. Shoemaker 
William C. Tharp 
GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER PA 
950 W. Bannock, Ste 900 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins] 
Edwin Schiller 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
Dinius Law 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorneys for Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins] 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
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__ Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
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COME NOW, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINA WATIKINS, 
hereinafter collectively referred to as "Defendants," by and through their undersigned attorneys 
of record and answer the First Amended Complaint ("Complaint") of ARTHUR DONALD 
WATKINS as follows: 
INTRODUCTION 
The following defenses are not stated separately as to each claim for relief or allegation 
of Plaintiff. Nevertheless, the following defenses are applicable, where appropriate, to any and 
all of Plaintiffs claims for relief. Defendants, in asserting the following defenses, do not admit 
that the burden of proving the allegations or denials contained in the defenses is upon 
Defendants, but, to the contrary, assert that by reason of said denials, and by reason of relevant 
statutory and judicial authority, the burden of proving the facts relevant to many of the defenses 
and affirmative defenses and the burden of proving the inverse of the allegations contained in 
many of the defenses and affirmative defenses is upon the Plaintiff. Moreover, Defendants do 
not admit, in asserting any defense, any responsibility or liability but, to the contrary, specifically 
deny any and all allegations of responsibility and liability contained in Plaintiffs Complaint. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a cause of action against Defendants on which relief 
may be granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Defendants deny each and every allegation contained in Plaintiffs Complaint on file 
herein not specifically admitted herein. 
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PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 
1. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
2. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
3. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
4. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore denies the 
same in its entirety. 
5. In answer to Paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins are residents of Gem County. 
6. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore denies the 
same in its entirety. 
7. Defendants admit the allegations contained in Paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
8. In answer to Paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Plaintiff has alleged this court has jurisdiction regarding this matter. 
DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA WATKINS' ANSWER TO FIRST 
AMENDED COMPLAINT AND COUNTERCLAIM - 3 
000091
e 
9. In answer to Paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Plaintiff has alleged venue is appropriate in Ada County. 
II. 
GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 
10. In answer to Paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit that 
Florence passed away on July 25, 1988. The terms of the Marital Exemption Trust and the 
Husband's Trust speak for themselves. 
11. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
12. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
13. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
14. In answer to Paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Marital Exemption Trust speaks for itself. 
15. In answer to Paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Husband's Trust speaks for itself. Defendants are without sufficient information or 
knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 15 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
16. In answer to Paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Husband's Trust speaks for itself. Defendants are without sufficient information or 
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knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 16 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
1 7. Defendants admit the allegations contained in Paragraph 1 7 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
18. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
19. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
20. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
III. 
ALLEGATIONS REGARDING WRONGDOING 
21. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
22. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
23. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
24. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
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same in its entirety. 
25. In answer to Paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Douglas Watkins began working full time for Plaintiff in or about 1984, was paid on an hourly 
basis by Plaintiff and would often work overtime. In or about September 1993, Douglas Watkins 
began receiving a salary of $3,000 per month while he continued to work full time. In late 1994, 
Douglas Watkins's monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and he began to work fewer 
hours. Douglas Watkins was told that the difference in salary would be made up upon the sale of 
the ranch in a lump-sum amount. Plaintiff made multiple representations that, in exchange for 
their years of service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, his sons 
would each receive $3,000 per month for life. Specifically, Plaintiff stated to Douglas Watkins in 
1999 that all of his sons, including Douglas Watkins, would receive $3,000 per month as a 
retirement/disability benefit for their years of employment. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite 
the representations made, no lump sum was ever paid to Douglas Watkins. 
26. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
27. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
28. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
29. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
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same in its entirety. 
30. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
31. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
32. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
33. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 33 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
34. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
35. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
36. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
37. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
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same in its entirety. 
38. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
39. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 39 of Plaintiff's Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
40. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
41. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
42. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 42 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint. 
43. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
44. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegati'ons contained in Paragraph 44 of Plaintiff's Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
45. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
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46. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
4 7. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
48. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
49. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
50. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
51. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
52. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
53. In answer to Paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
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Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 53. 
54. In answer to Paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 54. 
55. In answer to Paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 55. 
56. In answer to Paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 56. 
57. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
58. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
59. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
60. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA WATKINS' ANSWER TO FIRST 
AMENDED COMPLAINT AND COUNTERCLAIM - 10 
000098
61. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 61 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
IV. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
ACCOUNTING - GENE 
62. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
63. In answer to Paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Trusts speak for themselves. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to 
either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs Complaint 
and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
64. The allegations contained in Paragraph 64 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 64 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
65. The allegations contained in Paragraph 65 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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V. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY - BRIAN AND GENE 
66. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
67. The allegations contained in Paragraph 67 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 67 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
68. The allegations contained in Paragraph 68 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 68 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
69. The allegations contained in Paragraph 69 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 69 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
70. The allegations contained in Paragraph 70 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 70 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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71. The allegations contained in Paragraph 71 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 71 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
72. The allegations contained in Paragraph 72 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are 'without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
73. The allegations contained in Paragraph 73 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
74. The allegations contained in Paragraph 74 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 74 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
75. The allegations contained in Paragraph 75 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 75 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
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76. The allegations contained in Paragraph 76 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 76 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
VI. 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF POWER OF ATTORNEY - BRIAN 
77. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
78. The allegations contained in Paragraph 78 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 78 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
79. The allegations contained in Paragraph 79 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are 'without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 79 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
80. The allegations contained in Paragraph 80 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 80 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
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81. The allegations contained in Paragraph 81 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 81 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
82. The allegations contained in Paragraph 82 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are 'without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 82 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
83. The allegations contained in Paragraph 83 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 83 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
84. The allegations contained in Paragraph 84 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 84 of Plaintiff's Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
RESCISSION OF SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT AND 
COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS-BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE AND DOUG 
85. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
86. In answer to Paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
87. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 87 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
88. In answer to Paragraph 88 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreement was a valid and binding agreement consisting of bargained for 
compensation. Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 88 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint. 
89. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 89 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
90. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 90 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
91. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
VIII. 
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
FRAUD/DECEIT - BRIAN, GENE AND DOUG 
92. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
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93. In answer to Paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
94. In answer to Paragraph 94 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 94 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
95. In answer to Paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
96. In answer to Paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
97. In answer to Paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
98. In answer to Paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
99. In answer to Paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
100. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
101. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs 
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Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 102 of Plaintiffs 
Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 103 of Plaintiffs 
Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 
IX. 
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST - ALL DEFENDANTS 
104 of Plaintiffs 
105 of Plaintiffs 
106 of Plaintiffs 
107. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
108. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 108 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
109. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 109 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
110. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 110 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
111. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 111 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
112. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 112 of Plaintiff's 
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113. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 113 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
X. 
SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
UNJUST ENRICHMENT - ALL DEFENDANTS 
114. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
115. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 115 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
116. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 116 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
117. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 117 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
118. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 118 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
XI. 
EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CONVERSION -ALL DEFENDANTS 
119. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
120. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 120 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
121. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 121 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
122. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 122 of Plaintiffs 
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NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CIVIL RICO - BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE AND DOUG 
123. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
124. Paragraph 124 of Plaintiffs Complaint states legal conclusions to which no 










Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 
XIII. 
TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - BRIAN 
125 of Plaintiffs 
126 of Plaintiffs 
127 of Plaintiffs 
128 of Plaintiffs 
129. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
130. In answer to Paragraph 130 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 130 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
131. In answer to Paragraph 131 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
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sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained m 
Paragraph 131 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
132. In answer to Paragraph 132 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 132 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
133. In answer to Paragraph 133 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 133 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
134. In answer to Paragraph 134 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 134 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
135. In answer to Paragraph 135 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 135 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
136. In answer to Paragraph 136 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 136 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
XIV. 
ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - DOUG 
13 7. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
138. In answer to Paragraph 138 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Defendant Doug Watkins executed a Real Estate Contract, of which he never received a copy, 
and that the Real Estate Contract speaks for itself. Defendants are without sufficient information 
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or knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 138 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
139. In answer to Paragraph 139 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 139 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
140. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 140 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
141. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 141 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
142. In answer to Paragraph 142 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
due to Plaintiffs failure to pay Doug sums Plaintiff agreed to pay, Defendants have been unable 
to make payments under "Doug's Note." 
143. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 143 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
xv. 
TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - GENE 
144. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
145. In answer to Paragraph 145 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 145 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
146. In answer to Paragraph 146 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 146 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
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14 7. In answer to Paragraph 14 7 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 147 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
148. In answer to Paragraph 148 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 148 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
149. In answer to Paragraph 149 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 149 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
150. In answer to Paragraph 150 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 150 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
151. In answer to Paragraph 151 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 151 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
XVI. 
PLAINTIFF'S INTENT TO SEEK PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
152. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
153. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 153 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
154. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 154 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
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ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 
155. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
156. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 156 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
157. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 157 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
XVIII. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
In response to the prayer contained on page 28 of Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint 
and to the extent that Plaintiffs prayer attempts to allege facts or state claims for relief against 
Defendants, Defendants deny the contents of the prayer in its entirety. 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff has failed to state with particularity all averments of fraud (misrepresentation) as 
required by Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 9(b ). 
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims are barred by the doctrines of waiver, and/or laches and/or unclean 
hands. 
THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a claim for relief against Defendants entitling Plaintiff 
to punitive damages in accordance with Idaho Code § 6-1604. 
FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Compensation Agreement was a valid and executed agreement. 
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FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Defendants fully performed each term of the agreement between them and Plaintiff 
and Plaintiff has received the full consideration agreed upon. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached the agreement which forms the basis of his cause of action. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached an implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing by failing to pay 
Defendants as required and attempting to disavow Plaintiffs commitment. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff is estopped from denying the existence of an agreement and obligation to pay 
Defendants $3,000 per month for life based upon representations made under oath in another 
civil action. 
NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
As Plaintiffs attorney-in-fact, Brian D. Watkins had authority and/or apparent authority 
to enter into the Compensation Agreements, thereby binding Plaintiff. 
TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims should be dismissed because some or all of Plaintiffs claims are barred 
by the applicable statute of limitations. 
ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any amount due to Plaintiff, if any, is subject to an offset for amounts due to Defendants 
pursuant to the Compensation Agreement. 
FUTURE AMENDMENTS TO PLEADINGS 
Defendants have been unable to complete discovery, the ultimate result of which may 
disclose the existence of further and additional defenses that are relevant and germane to this 
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litigation. Defendants therefore reserve the right to seek leave of this Court to amend their 
answer if deemed appropriate. 
CLAIM FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
Defendants have been required to retain the services of Dinius & Associates, PLLC to 
defend this action and are entitled to recover their attorney fees and costs from Plaintiff pursuant 
to Idaho Code§§ 12-120 and 12-121 as well as other applicable laws. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defendants hereby demand a jury trial pursuant to Rule 38 of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for Judgment, Order and Decree as follows: 
1. That Plaintiffs Complaint be dismissed with prejudice and Plaintiff take nothing 
thereby and that judgment be entered in favor of Defendants; 
2. For Defendants' reasonable attorney fees incurred in defending this action; 
3. For Defendants' costs, expert's fees and expenses incurred herein; and 
4. For other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 
COUNTERCLAIM 
COME NOW, Defendants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINA 
WATKINS, husband and wife, by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of DINIUS 
& ASSOCIATES, PLLC, for and against ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS hereby COMPLAIN 
AND ALLEGE as follows: 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
1. Defendants/Counterclaimants, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS (individually, 
"Douglas Watkins") and VIRGINA WATKINS (collectively, "Counterclaimants"), are residents 
of Gem County, Idaho. 
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2. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS (hereinafter, 
"Counterdefendant"), is a resident of Ada County, Idaho. 
3. This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Idaho Code § 1-705. 
4. Venue is proper in Ada County, Idaho, because Counterdefendant resided in said 
County at the commencement of this action, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 5-404. 
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
5. Douglas Watkins began working full time for Counterdefendant in or about 1984. 
6. Douglas Watkins was paid on an hourly basis by Counterdefendant and would 
often work overtime. 
7. In or about September 1993, Douglas Watkins began receiving a salary of $3,000 
per month while he continued to work full time. 
8. In late 1994, Douglas Watkins's monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and 
he began to work fewer hours. Douglas Watkins was told that the difference in salary would be 
made up upon the sale of the ranch in a lump-sum amount. 
9. Counterdefendant made multiple representations that, in exchange for their years 
of service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, his sons would each 
receive $3,000 per month for life. 
10. Specifically, Counterdefendant stated to Douglas Watkins in 1999 that all of his 
sons, including Douglas Watkins, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/disability 
benefit for their years of employment. 
11. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite the representations made, no lump sum was 
ever paid to Douglas Watkins. 
12. In 2004, payroll taxes began being deducted from Douglas Watkins's monthly 
checks. 
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13. Douglas Watkins continued to receive monthly checks until about March 2009 at 
which time all checks stopped. 
14. In March 2009, the parties entered into a Compensation Agreement whereby 
Counterdefendant agreed to pay Douglas Watkins $3,000 per month for life as a 
retirement/disability benefit "[i]n consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee [Douglas 
Watkins] for Payor [Arnold Douglas Watkins]." A true and correct copy of the Compensation 
Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
15. Further, the Compensation Agreement provides that Virginia Watkins would 
continue to receive the $3,000 per month for her life retirement benefit, if Douglas Watkins 
preceded her in death. Id. 
16. The Compensation Agreement was executed by Brian D. Watkins, as Arnold 
Douglas Watkins' s "attorney in fact." Id. 
17. At all times relevant hereto, Douglas Watkins believed that Brian D. Watkins had 
the authority to execute the Compensation Agreement, as it was consistent with previous 
representations made by Counterdefendant. 
18. Despite Counterdefendant's promises and/or execution of the valid Compensation 
Agreement, Counterclaimants have received no retirement benefit payments as required. 
19. As of the date of this Counterclaim, Counterdefendant has failed to pay 
approximately $105,000 in retirement benefits. 
FIRST COUNTERCLAIM 
Breach of Contract/Specific Performance 
20. Counterclaimants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this 
Counterclaim as if they were fully set forth herein. 
21. The Compensation Agreement is a binding enforceable contract supported by 
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adequate consideration. 
22. Counterdefendant's refusal to tender the monthly retirement/disability benefit 
constitutes a breach of contract. 
23. Brian D. Watkins was an agent of Counterdefendant when the Compensation 
Agreement was executed. Brain D. Watkins had actual and apparent authority to execute the 
Compensation Agreement. Counterdefendant is thereby bound to the terms of the Compensation 
Agreement. 
24. Counterdefendant must be ordered to specifically perform pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement executed on March 2, 2009 to ensure that monthly payments are made 
to Counterclaimants. 
25. As the retirement/disability benefit constitutes "wages" under Idaho law, 
Counterclaimants are entitled to "treble" the amount owed to them and/or collect their attorney 
fees incurred in bringing this action pursuant to Idaho Code § 45-615. 
26. As a result of Counterdefendant's unlawful breach of contract, Counterclaimants 
have been damages in an exact amount to be proven at trial in excess of $10,000. 
SECOND COUNTERCLAIM 
Breach of Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing 
27. Counterclaimants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this 
Counterclaim as if they were fully set forth herein. 
28. Counterdefendant had a duty, pursuant to the agreement reached between the 
parties, to act in good faith and deal fairly with Counterclaimants. 
29. Counterdefendant breached his duty of good faith and fair dealing inherent in the 
agreement betwe'en the parties. 
30. As a result of Counterdefendant's unlawful breach of the covenant of good faith 
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and fair dealing, Counterclaimants have suffered damages in an exact amount to be proven at 
trial in excess of $10,000. 
REQUEST FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
Counterclaimants are further entitled to recover their reasonable costs and attorney fees 
expended in pursuing this action, pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 12-120, 12-121, and 45-615, 
I.R.C.P. 54(b), and all other applicable Idaho law. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Counterclaimants hereby demand a jury trial composed of not less than twelve (12) 
persons on all issues so triable, pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 3 8(b ). 
WHEREFORE, Counterclaimants pray for Judgment, Order and Decree of this Court as 
follows: 
1. For a money judgment which fully and fairly compensates Counterclaimants for 
losses suffered as a direct and proximate result of Counterdefendant's breach of contract and 
breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing in a sum to be determined at trial in 
excess of $10,000; 
2. For an Order requiring Counterdefendant to abide by the terms of the 
Compensation Agreement and pay Counterclaimants' retirement benefit on a monthly basis for 
life; 
3. For an award of Counterclaimants' reasonable attorney fees incurred in pursuing 
this action, pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 12-120, 12-121 and§ 45-615, I.R.C.P. 54(b) and all other 
applicable Idaho'Iaw; 
4. Prejudgment interest at the statutory rate provided; 
5. For costs of suit incurred herein; 
6. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 
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DIPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, an individual, 
Plaintiff, 
V. 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital 
community composed thereof; DONALD 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the marital community 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband 
and wife, and the marital community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital 
community composed thereof; 
Counterclaimant, 
v. 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, an individual, 
Counterdefendant. 
Case No.: CV-OC-0921373 
BRIAND. WATKINS AND 
ROBYNLEE WATKINS' VERIFIED 
ANSWER TO FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT; DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL; AND COUNTERCLAIM 
ORIGINAL 
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Defendants, Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins, husband and wife ("Defendants"), 
by way of answer to Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint and Jury Demand ("Complaint"), 
admit, deny and allege as follows: 
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT 
FIRST DEFENSE 
The Complaint fails to state a claim against Defendants upon which relief may be 
granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Defendants deny each and every allegation set forth in the Complaint except those 
specifically admitted herein. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
With respect to the specific allegations contained in the Complaint, Defendants admit, 
deny, and allege as follows. 
I. 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
1. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 1 of the Complaint. 
2. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 2 of the Complaint as to 
the appointment of Steven G. Neighbors as conservator, but are without sufficient information 
and knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 2 and therefore, 
deny the same. 
3. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraph 3 of the Complaint, 
Defendants admit that Arthur Donald Watkins was the original managing member of A.D.W., 
L.L.C., but according to the Operating Agreement of the LLC, the Watkins Family Irrevocable 
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Trust was also an original member of A.D.W., L.L.C., which Trustees included Donald E. 
Watkins, George W. Wadsworth, Jr., and Brian D. Watkins. Later, Plaintiff divested himself of 
his majority position in A.D.W., L.L.C. and at his direction Plaintiff's children became owners 
of approximately 96% of its shares. Defendants admit Access Mini Storage of Nampa was 
established as a sole proprietorship. Defendants lack sufficient information and knowledge to 
admit or deny the allegations relating ADW Morgan Properties, LLC, and therefore, deny the 
same. Defendant admit Plaintiff was a former president/shareholder of WACO, Inc., however, 
the corporation was not administratively dissolved on or about October 25, 2004, but was 
dissolved by corporate resolution and Articles of Dissolution as of June 30, 2004, which 
documents were filed with the Idaho Secretary of State on or about October 25, 2004. 
Defendants deny Plaintiff was a former shareholder of Simco Land & Livestock, Inc., a 
corporation organized under the law of the State of Idaho. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff 
was never an officer, director or shareholder of Simco Land & Livestock, Inc. at any time. 
Defendants admit that Simco Land & Livestock, Inc. was administratively dissolved on or about 
March 7, 2008. Likewise, Defendants deny Plaintiff was an officer, director or shareholder of 
Cattle, Incorporated at any time. Cattle, Incorporated was originally created in 1981 and 
reinstated in or about 1994 by the Watkins children and included, George Wadsworth, Sharon 
Wadsworth and Brian Watkins as officers and directors at various times. Defendants admit 
Cattle, Incorporated was administratively dissolved on or about July 7, 2003. Defendants are 
without sufficient knowledge and information to admit or deny that Plaintiff is the sole 
beneficiary of a revocable trust, created on May 1, 2009, as amended, and therefore, deny the 
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same. Defendants admit that Plaintiff is the sole primary beneficiary of the Exemption Trust and 
Husband's Trust created by the last will and testament of his late wife, Florence R. Watkins. 
4. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraphs 4-9 of the Complaint. 
II. 
GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 
5. In response to paragraph 10, the allegations in said paragraph are accurate in part 
and inaccurate in part, and incomplete in their assertions. Defendants admit that Florence was 
the mother of Plaintiffs six children (three sons, three daughters) and that she passed away on 
July 25, 1988. Defendants further admit that upon her passing Florence's will .:reated two trusts 
known as the Marital Exemption Trust and the Husband's Trust (the "Trusts"). The terms of the 
trusts speak for themselves. Defendants deny that Plaintiff was the original trustee of the Trusts. 
Upon information and belief two of Plaintiffs sons and one son-in-law, Donald Eugene Watkins 
("Gene"), Brian D. Watkins ("Brian") and George Wadsworth ("George") were the original co-
trustees of the trusts. Approximately around the time the Trusts were funded, the Plaintiff asked 
his sons and son-in-law to resign, resulting in Plaintiff being named as trustee and having 
complete control of the Trusts' assets. Defendants admit that Plaintiff was and is the primary 
beneficiary of the Trusts. 
6. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 11 of the Complaint. 
The Plaintiff remained as trustee of the Trusts until approximately 1993, around the time he 
married Lela Pauline Watkins. When Plaintiff realized his new wife, Lela Pauline Watkins, was 
only interested in his material net worth he resigned as trustee and re-appointed his sons and son-
in-law, Gene, Brian and George as successor co-trustees. 
7. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 12 of the Complaint. 
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8. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraph 13 of the Complaint, 
Defendants are without sufficient information and knowledge to either adrnit or deny the 
allegations and therefore deny the same. 
9. The terms of the Trusts speak for themselves. With that qualification, Defendants 
admit the allegations contained in paragraphs 14 and 15 of the Complaint. 
10. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 16 of the Complaint, 
however, Plaintiff did not formally requested an accounting until on or about March 24, 2009. 
11. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 17 of the Complaint. 
12. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraph 18 of the Complaint. 
Further, upon information and belief, Plaintiff revoked the referenced Power of Attorney 
provided to Defendant Brian D. Watkins in his correspondence dated March 24, 2009, which 
was delivered and received by Defendant Brian D. Watkins on or about March 26, 2009. 
13. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 19 of the Complaint. 
14. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraph 20 of the Complaint. 
III. 
ALLEGATIONS REGARDING WRONGDOING 
15. In response to paragraph 21 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their responses 
to the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 20 of the Complaint as if set forth fully 
herein. 
16. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraph 22 of the Complaint. 
1 7. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraph 23 of the Complaint. 
Plaintiff had complete access, information and understanding regarding all of his financial 
affairs. Defendants acted only upon Plaintiffs direction and approval and not otherwise. 
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18. Defendants deny the allegations as set forth in paragraph 24 of the Complaint. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins was compensated $3,000 per month by Plaintiff as a result of an 
injury settlement for injuries sustained while working for Plaintiff in or about 1988. Defendant 
Brain D. Watkins' management of Plaintiffs financial affairs had nothing to do with his 
compensation for the injury settlement. 
19. As to the allegations as set forth in paragraph 25 of the Complaint, Defendants 
admit Plaintiff employed Gene and Doug in Plaintiffs business and agreed to compensate them 
for their services, but deny the remaining allegations as set forth. Defendant Brian D. Watkins 
was instructed by Plaintiff in or about the spring of 2001 to continue paying Gene and Doug 
even though they were working less for Plaintiff. Defendants further deny that Gene and Doug's 
compensation were characterized as "personal injury settlements" and affirmatively state, upon 
information and belief, that Gene and Doug both paid taxes on the compensation they received 
from Plaintiff. 
20. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 26 of the Complaint, 
although they disagree with Plaintiffs characterization of the "Children's Notes." The contracts 
between Plaintiff and his children are more properly identified as real estate contracts. 
21. As to the allegations as set forth in paragraph 27 of the Complaint, Defendants 
admit that the Nursing Home was sold to a third party in or about May 2004, not July 2003, as 
stated by Plaintiff. Defendants further admit that the Nursing Home was encumbered at that time 
by a HUD mortgage in the amount of $1,232,500, which was the liability of Plaintiff and 
Florence under the original real estate contract in August 1984. 
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22. As to the allegations as set forth in paragraph 28 of the Complaint, Defendants 
admit that Brian assisted Plaintiff in obtaining a loan from Zions Bank to pay off the HUD 
mortgage on the Nursing Home, which was necessary to effectuate the sale. Defendants further 
admit that the Zions Bank loan was secured by Plaintiffs personal assets, but state that the loan 
payment was originally in the amount of approximately $10,366.75 per month. Defendants deny 
that Brian told Plaintiff it was a "temporary solution" or that "the Zions Bank Note would be 
paid off from the proceeds of the sale of the Nursing Home." In correspondence and other 
communications leading up to the Nursing Home sale it was made clear to all parties involved 
that Plaintiff did not want any money to be distributed to him at closing due to the unfavorable 
tax consequences that would result. 
23. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 29 of the Complaint. 
The Nursing Home was sold approximately $8.3 million, of which $5.6 million was for the 
property and $2. 7 million was for the operating entity. Plaintiffs children received 
approximately $3.6 million in cash from the closing, which was used as a down payment to 
purchase the Country Square Shopping Center in Boise, Idaho ("Shopping Center") for $7.25 
million. The remaining portion of the Shopping Center purchase was financed by a mortgage 
assumed by Plaintiffs children. Defendants admit Plaintiff does not have an ownership interest 
in the Shopping Center and that Plaintiff did not receive and was not entitled to any proceeds 
from the sale of the Nursing Home due to the HUD mortgage, which was paid for by the Zions 
Bank Note. 
24. Defendants admit the allegations contained in paragraph 30 of the Complaint. 
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25. Defendants deny the allegations as set forth in paragraph 31 of the Complaint. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins, under the Power of Attorney provided to him by Plaintiff until 
March 2009, assisted Plaintiff with his financial transactions. Based on this arrangement, 
Plaintiff was duly paid by the children. Plaintiff also received the amount due to the Husband's 
Trust, which money was then used by Plaintiff to pay the Zions Bank Note. Plaintiff was aware 
of and provided his consent for these payment arrangements. 
26. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraph 32 of the Complaint. Any 
actions taken by Defendant Brian D. Watkins were done at the direction and approval of Plaintiff 
and not otherwise. Defendants are without sufficient information and knowledge to either admit 
or deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 32 and therefore, deny the same. 
27. As to the allegations set forth in paragraph 33 of the Complaint, Defendants admit 
that the money being paid under the children's real estate contracts were divided into two 
portions, the Plaintiffs portion and the Husband's Trust. Defendant Brian D. Watkins stopped 
making payments to the Plaintiff at or about the time he stopped receiving payments from 
Plaintiff under his injury settlement. Defendant Brian D. Watkins continued making payments to 
the Husband's Trust until approximately December 2011, but due to his financial circumstances 
is unable to continue making the payment at this time. Defendants are without sufficient 
information and knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations relating to Doug or Gene, or 
the exact amount owing in paragraph 33 and therefore, deny the same. 
28. With respect to the allegations set for in paragraph 34 of the Complaint, 
Defendants admit that Plaintiff previously owned land in Meridian, Idaho referred to as the 
Locust Grove Property. Defendants deny that Brian, under the Power of Attorney, conveyed or 
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otherwise arranged for the conveyance of the Locust Grove Property from Plaintiff to A.D.W., 
LLC. Plaintiff signed the documents related to the transaction, not Defendant Brian D. Watkins. 
Further, it was Plaintiffs decision to give 96% of A.D.W., LLC to his six children equal shares 
(16% each) which were held in trust, reserving 4% for himself. Defendants deny that Plaintiff 
agreed to the arrangement because or representations made by Brian, and further deny that Brian 
told Plaintiff that he had approximately $2 million in cash in the bank, plus several million 
dollars in assets in the Trusts. Plaintiff had access to his bank accounts, and was provided with 
updated information about his finances and accounts whenever there was a material change 
affecting his estate plan as Plaintiff had prearranged with Defendant Brian D. Watkins. 
29. As to the allegations set forth in paragraph 35 of the Complaint, Defendants deny 
that Brian caused A.D. W., LLC to sell the Locust Grove Property. The sale was approved and 
arranged by the members of A.D.W., LLC, which included the Watkins Family Irrevocable Trust 
trustees, Donald E. Watkins, Brian D. Watkins, George Wadsworth, and Plaintiff. Further, the 
proceeds from the sale were distributed according to the escrow instructions, and were paid from 
the accounts by Brian in accordance with the arrangements made by Plaintiff. Plaintiffs 4% 
distribution was not paid in cash, but was used to pay the loan Plaintiff had made prior to the 
sale, and is accounted for in the books. Defendants admit that none of the proceeds from the sale 
of the Locust Grove Property were used to satisfy Plaintiffs Zions Bank Note, because Plaintiff 
never intended for such to occur and had previously been advanced more than his share of the 
sale proceeds. 
30. Defendants admit the allegations set forth in paragraph 36 of the Complaint, with 
the qualification that they did so with Plaintiffs full understanding and written consent. 
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31. As to the allegations set forth in paragraph 3 7 of the Complaint, Defendants admit 
that in November 2007, Plaintiff was entitled to an income tax refund totaling approximately 
$21,000. Defendants deny that Plaintiff never received the money and affirmatively state that 
the money was received and accounted for in Plaintiff's accounts and books. 
32. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraph 38 of the Complaint, 
Defendants deny that Plaintiff did not receive the requested 5% distribution as requested. The 
amount requested was not provided as a cash distribution, but was credited to Plaintiff in the 
books as a payment against money which had been borrowed by Plaintiff. 
33. As to the allegations set forth in paragraph 39 of the Complaint, Defendants deny 
that any written request was ever provided to co-trustees on or about December 28, 2008. 
Regardless, as with previous distributions, some of which were not requested by Plaintiff in 
writing, Plaintiff was credited with his 5% distribution, which was used to pay down the loan 
Plaintiff had borrowed from the trust. 
34. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraph 40 of the Complaint, 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins met with the co-trustees on or about March 28, 2009 to discuss 
Plaintiff's request. Due to the timing and circumstances, it was determined that George 
Wadsworth would take the lead in complying with the request. Defendants are without sufficient 
knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations set forth in paragraph 32 and 
therefore, deny the same. 
35. As to the allegations set forth in paragraph 41 of the Complaint, Defendants deny 
the allegations as set forth and affirmatively state that all monies were appropriately handled and 
accounted for by Defendants. 
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36. Defendants are without sufficient information and knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations relating to Doug or Gene in paragraph 42 of the Complaint, and therefore, 
deny the same. 
37. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in paragraph 43 of the Complaint. 
38. Defendants deny the allegations as set forth in paragraph 44 of the Complaint. 
George Wadsworth was the president of Simco Land & Livestock, Inc. at the time of the sale of 
the land in 2005. Defendant Brian D. Watkins was an officer and director of Simco Land & 
Livestock, but did not act alone in arranging the sale of the referenced property. Further, the sale 
consisted of three parcels which were sold under the names of three entities. Following the sale, 
certain distributions were made to the entities and individuals involved, including Plaintiff, but 
Defendants are without sufficient information to admit or deny the remaining allegations as set 
forth, and therefore, deny same. 
39. Defendants deny the allegations in paragraph 45 of the Complaint. Plaintiff sold 
the Umatilla, Oregon property on his own. Upon information and belief the realtor's name was 
Lezlee Gunsolley and the attorney for said transaction was David Hadley in Hermiston, Oregon. 
40. Defendants deny the allegations in paragraph 46 of the Complaint. 
41. Defendants admit that Brian established savings accounts for Plaintiffs benefit, 
but deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 4 7 of the Complaint. 
42. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in paragraphs 48 through 51 of the 
Complaint. 
43. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraph 52 of the Complaint, 
Defendants admit that on or about March 2, 2009, Brian Watkins utilized his Power of Attorney 
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drafted by Plaintiffs attorneys and executed by Plaintiff on March 10, 2003, to continue 
providing payments of $3,000 per month to Brian D. Watkins for injuries sustained on or about 
August 28, 1988, while working for Plaintiff at his ranch. The terms of the agreement speak for 
themselves. Further, Defendants deny that March 2, 2009, was approximately one week before 
Plaintiff revoked the Power of Attorney, which occurred on or about March 26, 2009, when 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins received Plaintiffs March 24, 2009 correspondence. 
44. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraph 53 through 56 of the 
Complaint, Defendants admit that on or about March 2, 2009, Brian Watkins utilized his Power 
of Attorney for Plaintiff to execute Compensation Agreements to provide payments and 
compensation to Brian D. Watkins, Robynlee Watkins, Donald Eugene Watkins and Arthur 
Douglas Watkins. The terms of those agreements speak for themselves. The agreements were 
prepared at the request and direction of Plaintiff and were always subject to approval and/or 
revocation by Plaintiff. Further, Defendants deny that March 2, 2009, was approximately one 
week before Plaintiff revoked the Power of Attorney, which occurred on or about March 26, 
2009, when Defendant Brian D. Watkins received Plaintiffs March 24, 2009 correspondence. 
Defendants further admit that Robynlee Watkins was employed by KeyBank from approximately 
2000 until 2002. 
45. Defendants deny the allegations as set forth in paragraph 57 of the Complaint. 
Further, Defendants provide that Doug's compensation was not based on his work performance 
for Plaintiff. Doug's compensation was set by Plaintiff at $3,000 per month in or about 1995, 
based in part on Doug's back injury sustained while working for Plaintiff. In approximately 
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1998, when Plaintiff was having cash flow problems, Doug's compensation was reduced to 
approximately $1,000 per month cash, with the remaining $2,000 per month to be set aside as 
deferred compensation to be paid in the future when Plaintiffs cash flow improved. Upon 
information and belief, Plaintiffs ranch, known as DBarW was sold in 2000. Doug continued to 
live and work for the Plaintiff on the Locust Grove property until it was sold in or about 2006. 
Around that time Doug's compensation was readjusted and he began receiving the deferred 
compensation. Defendants lack sufficient information and knowledge to either admit or deny 
any remaining allegations put forth by Plaintiff, and therefore, deny the same. 
46. Defendants are without sufficient information and knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations relating to Doug and his compensation in paragraph 58 of the Complaint, 
and therefore, deny the same. 
47. Defendants deny the allegations as set forth in paragraph 59 of the Complaint. 
Further, Defendants provide that Gene's compensation was not set based on his work 
performance for Plaintiff. Gene's compensation was set by Plaintiff at $3,000 per month in or 
about 1995, based in part on Gene's head injury sustained while working for Plaintiff, with the 
remaining part being paid by the management fee for the Crestview apartments. Defendants 
deny that Plaintiff was led to believe by Brian that this compensation would cease once Gene no 
longer worked for Crestview apartments. Defendants admit that Gene continued to receive 
compensation after his employment at Crestview apartments ended at the specific request and 
direction of Plaintiff. 
48. Defendants deny the allegations as set forth in paragraph 60 of the Complaint. 
Upon information and belief, HUD allows management expenses/fees to be paid based on a set 
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percentage of the monthly revenue. Defendants admit Gene was paid a management fee for the 
Crestview Apartments as a portion of his overall compensation. Defendants deny Katie was paid 
in circumvention of federal restrictions. Defendants lack sufficient information and knowledge 
to either admit or deny any remaining allegations put forth by Plaintiff, and therefore, deny the 
same. 
49. Defendants are without sufficient information and knowledge to either admit or 
deny the specific allegations relating to Gene and Katie in paragraph 61 of the Complaint, and 
therefore, deny the same. 
IV. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(ACCOUNTING - GENE) 
50. In response to paragraph 62 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their responses 
to paragraphs 1 through 61 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
51. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraphs 63 through 65 of the 
Complaint, as to Defendants Brian D. and Robynlee Watkins, the allegations appear to be 
directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required 
Defendants lack sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations and therefore deny the 
same. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants deny the same. 
V. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTIES - BRIAN AND GENE) 
52. In response to paragraph 66 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their responses 
to paragraphs 1 through 65 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
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53. The allegations contained in paragraph 67 of the Complaint, as to Defendant 
Robynlee Watkins the allegations appear to be directed at other parties and thus no response is 
required. To the extent a response is required by Defendant Brian D. Watkins, Defendant 
responds that he was a co-trustee of the Trusts and owed fiduciary duties to Plaintiff as the 
primary beneficiary of the Trusts. Defendants lack sufficient information to admit or deny the 
remaining allegations and therefore deny the same. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the 
legal conclusions contained therein is required, Defendants deny the same. 
54. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 68, 69 and 70 of the 
Complaint. 
5 5. In response to the allegations set forth in paragraphs 71 and 72 of the Complaint, 
Defendants deny the allegations and affirmatively state that all monies were appropriately 
handled and accounted for by Defendants. 
56. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in paragraph 73 of the Complaint. 
Further, based on Defendants' information and belief, it is their understanding that co-trustee and 
Plaintiffs accountant, George Wadsworth, provided an accounting to Plaintiff and based upon 
the same information Plaintiff was able to file his required tax returns. If Defendants' 
information is in error, then Defendants lack sufficient information and knowledge to either 
admit or deny the allegations set forth in Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same. 
57. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in paragraphs 74 through 76 of the 
Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants deny the same. 
Ill 
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THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(BREACH OF POWER OF ATTORNEY - BRIAN) 
58. In response to paragraph 77 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their responses 
to paragraphs 1 through 76 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
59. As to the Defendant Robynlee Watkins, the allegations contained in paragraphs 
78 through 84 of the Complaint appear to be directed at another party and thus no response is 
required. To the extent a response is required, Defendant denies the allegations. 
60. As to the allegations contained in paragraph 78, Defendant Brian D. Watkins 
admits that he was Plaintiff's attorney-in-fact pursuant to the Power of Attorney executed in 
2000, and as such owed certain fiduciary duties to Plaintiff. As to the remaining allegations, 
Defendant lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations and therefore denies the 
same. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants denies the same. 
61. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraphs 79 
through 84 of the Complaint. Defendant Brian D. Watkins performed his duties as Power of 
Attorney according to the desires and at the specific direction of Plaintiff. Everything done was 
subject to Plaintiff's approval, consent, endorsement and/or ratification. Furthermore, to the 
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VII. 
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(RESCISSION OF SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT AND 
COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS - BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE & DOUG) 
62. In response to paragraph 85 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their responses 
to paragraphs 1 through 84 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
63. In answer to paragraph 86 of the Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants cannot speak 
for Plaintiff, but admit that Plaintiff maintained a relationship of trust with Defendants. 
64. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraph 87 of the Complaint. 
65. In response to the allegations set forth in paragraph 88 of the Complaint, 
Defendants admit that Defendant Brian D. Watkins utilized his Power of Attorney to execute 
Compensation Agreements on behalf of Plaintiff. The terms of the agreements speak for 
themselves. Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 88 of the 
Complaint and further assert that at all times herein, Defendant Brian D. Watkins exercise of the 
Power of Attorney was done at the direction and concurrence of the Plaintiff. The agreements 
drafted were always subject to approval by Plaintiff. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the 
legal conclusions contained therein is required, Defendants deny the same. 
66. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraph 89 of the Complaint. 
Further, upon information and belief Defendants Robynlee Watkins, Gene Watkins and Doug 
Watkins were unaware of the Compensation Agreements drafted by Defendant Brian D. Watkins 
until in or about the summer of 2009. To the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained 
therein is required, Defendants deny the same. 
67. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 90 and 91 of the 
Complaint. 
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(FRAUD/DECEIT- BRIAN, GENE, DOUG) 
68. In response to paragraph 92 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their responses 
to paragraphs 1 through 91 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
69. As to the Defendant Robynlee Watkins, the allegations contained in paragraphs 
93 through 106 of the Complaint appear to be directed at another party and thus no response is 
required. To the extent a response is required, Defendant denies the allegations. 
70. As to the allegations contained in paragraph 93, Defendant Brian D. Watkins 
admits that he took actions at Plaintiffs direction and on Plaintiffs behalf to avoid negative tax 
consequences. Defendant denies he ever took any action to protect Plaintiff from his current 
wife, Stella. To the contrary, under the estate plan Defendant made arrangements for Stella to 
receive monthly payments following the death of Plaintiff. Defendant, Brian D. Watkins admits 
he told Plaintiff his financial affairs were in order based upon Plaintiffs prearranged estate plan, 
but denies telling Plaintiff he had access to millions of dollars in the bank and through the Trusts. 
71. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations set forth in paragraph 94 of the 
Complaint. Defendant further asserts that, at all times pertinent herein, any actions taken by 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins were done at the direction and approval of Plaintiff and not 
otherwise. 
72. As to the allegations set forth in paragraph 95 of the Complaint, Defendant admits 
that at the time the Locust Grove Property was sold that A.D.W., LLC had millions of dollars in 
the bank as a result of the sale, prior to the distribution of the sale funds, but other than Plaintiffs 
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share of the sale proceeds, the money belonged to the Watkins Family Irrevocable Trust, not 
Plaintiff. 
73. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraphs 96 
and 97 of the Complaint. Defendant further asserts that, at all times pertinent herein, any actions 
taken by Defendant Brian D. Watkins were done at the direction and approval of Plaintiff and 
not otherwise. 
74. As to the allegations contained in paragraph 98 of the Complaint, Defendant 
Brian D. Watkins admits that Plaintiff relied on him to manage his financial affairs and provide 
him with information regarding the same. Defendant denies the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 98 of the Complaint. 
75. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraph 99 of 
the Complaint. 
76. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraph 100 of 
the Complaint. Defendant further asserts that Doug and Gene were being paid, not as 
employees, but at the direction of Plaintiff. 
77. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraphs 101 
through 103 of the Complaint. 
78. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 104 of the Complaint, 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins admits that Plaintiff maintained a relationship of trust with his sons, 
but denies the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 104 of the Complaint. 
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79. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraphs 105 
through 106 of the Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions 
contained therein is required, Defendants deny the same. 
IX. 
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST - ALL DEFENDANTS) 
80. In response to paragraph 107 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 106 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
81. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 108 through 113 of the 
Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants deny the same. 
X. 
SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(UNUUST ENRICHMENT - ALL DEFENDANTS) 
82. In response to paragraph 114 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 113 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
83. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 115 through 118 of the 
Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants deny the same. 
XI. 
EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(CONVERSION - ALL DEFENDANTS) 
84. In response to paragraph 119 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 118 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
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85. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 120 and 122 of the 
Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants deny the same. 
XII. 
NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(CIVIL RICO - BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE & DOUG) 
86. In response to paragraph 123 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 122 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
87. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 123 and 128 of the 
Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants deny the same. 
XIII. 
TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(BREACH OF CONTRACT - BRIAN) 
88. In response to paragraph 129 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 128 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
89. As to the Defendant Robynlee Watkins, the allegations contained in paragraphs 
130 through 136 of the Complaint appear to be directed at another party and thus no response is 
required. To the extent a response is required, Defendant denies the allegations. 
90. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraph 130 of 
the Complaint. Defendant further asserts upon information and belief that Plaintiff is m 
possession and custody of the referenced documents at his Morgan, Utah property. 
91. Defendant Brian D. Watkins admits the allegations contained in paragraph 131 of 
the Complaint. 
BRIAND. WATKINS AND ROBYNLEE WATKINS' VERIFIED ANSWER TO FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT; DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL; AND COUNTERCLAIM- Page 21 19127-001 (441186_2) 
000140
92. As to the allegations contained in paragraph 132 of the Complaint, Defendant 
Brian D. Watkins admits that the real estate contract was amended on at least two occasions, 
which reduced the monthly payment to approximately $1,645. Based on Plaintiffs direction, the 
amendments were designed to freeze the principal and reduce the payments to interest only. 
Defendant admits the other terms of the contract were not modified by the amendments. 
93. As to the allegations contained in paragraph 133 of the Complaint, Defendant 
Brian D. Watkins admits that he is currently in default on the contract, but is without sufficient 
knowledge or information as to the total amounts due and owing under the contract, including 
interest if any, and therefore denies the same. 
94. As to the allegations contained in paragraph 134 of the Complaint, Defendant 
Brian D. Watkins denies that he has not made a payment under the contract since March 2009. 
Upon information and belief, Brian last made a payment to Plaintiff in or about May 2009, with 
the Husband's Trust portion being paid through November 2011. 
95. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 135 of the Complaint, 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins admits he has failed to pay Plaintiff amounts due and owing under 
the real estate contract. Defendant has been unable to make the referenced payments due to his 
financial circumstances because he has not been paid under the Settlement and Release 
Agreement, which agreement was executed by Plaintiff on March 10, 2003, to provide payments 
of $3,000 per month to Brian D. Watkins for injuries sustained on or about August 28, 1988, 
while working for Plaintiff at his ranch. The Settlement and Release Agreement remains in 
effect and the monies from that agreement remain due and owing to Defendant. 
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96. Defendant Brian D. Watkins denies the allegations contained in paragraph 136 of 
the Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein 
is required, Defendant denies the same. 
XIV. 
ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(BREACH OF CONTRACT - DOUG) 
97. In response to paragraph 13 7 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 13 6 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
98. As to the Defendants Brian D. and Robynlee Watkins, the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 138 through 143 of the Complaint appear to be directed at another party and thus no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Defendant denies the allegations. 
xv. 
TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(BREACH OF CONTRACT - GENE) 
99. In response to paragraph 144 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 143 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
100. As to the Defendants Brian D. and Robynlee Watkins, the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 145 through 151 of the Complaint appear to be directed at another party and thus no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Defendant denies the allegations. 
XVI. 
PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
101. In response to paragraph 152 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses to paragraphs 1 through 151 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
102. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 153 and 154 of the 
Complaint. 
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ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 
103. In response to paragraph 15 5 of the Complaint, Defendants reallege their 
responses Paragraphs 1 through 154 of the Complaint as if set forth fully herein. 
104. Defendants deny the allegations contained in paragraphs 156 and 157 of the 
Complaint. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the legal conclusions contained therein is 
required, Defendants deny the same. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defendants hereby respectfully demand a trial by jury as to all issues raised by the 
pleadings in this matter pursuant to I.R.C.P. Rule 38(b). 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
In response to Plaintiffs prayer contained in his Complaint, and to the extent that the 
prayer for relief alleges any facts or states any claims for relief against Defendants, the same is 
denied by Defendants. 
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 
The following affirmative defenses apply to one or more of Plaintiffs allegations 
contained in the Complaint. These defenses are not stated separately as to each claim for relief 
or allegation of Plaintiff. Nevertheless, the following defenses are applicable, where appropriate, 
to any and all of Plaintiffs claims for relief. In addition, Defendants, in asserting the following 
defenses, do not admit that the burden of proving the allegations or denials contained in the 
defenses is upon Defendants but, to the contrary, assert that by reason of denials and/or by reason 
of relevant statutory and judicial authority, the burden of proving the facts relevant to many of 
the defenses and/or the burden of proving the inverse of the allegations contained in many of the 
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defenses is upon Plaintiff. Moreover, in asserting any defense, Defendants do not admit any 
responsibility or liability of Defendants but, to the contrary, specifically deny any and all 
allegations of responsibility and liability in the Complaint. 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff has failed to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, and the Complaint 
should therefore be dismissed pursuant to Rule 12(b )( 6) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
At all times herein, Defendants' in their dealings with the Plaintiff, any and all actions, 
complained of by Plaintiff directed to the Defendants, was done at the request, instruction, and/or 
consent of the Plaintiff and Defendants relied on Plaintiff's conduct to their detriment and 
Plaintiff should be estopped from asserting any complaint or objection otherwise directed to 
Defendants. 
THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's claims are barred by the doctrine of Waiver and/or Laches and/or Unclean 
Hands. 
FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's Complaint fails to state a claim for relief against Defendants entitling Plaintiff 
to punitive damages in accordance with Idaho Code§ 6-1604. 
FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any settlement and release agreement executed by the parties, was executed and entered 
into at the request of the Plaintiff and consistent with Plaintiff's intent. As to the Agreement, as 
well as any other compensation agreement, Defendants have fully performed each term of the 
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Agreement between them and Plaintiff, and Plaintiff has received the full consideration agreed 
thereon. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff has breached the Settlement and Release Agreement executed on March 10, 
2003 (Exhibit A, attached hereto), and had previously made payments on said Agreement to the 
mutual benefit of both Plaintiff and Defendants, and is hereby estopped and has waived any 
objection he has to the validity of the Agreement. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached an Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealings by failing to pay 
Defendants, as required and as set forth in the Settlement and Release Agreement (Exhibit A, 
attached hereto) and other agreements, in attempting to disavow Plaintiffs commitment. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff is estopped from denying the existence of the Agreement, that was executed on 
March 10, 2003 based upon representation made under oath in another civil suit. 
NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Brian D . Watkins, at all times, had the authority from the Plaintiff, to enter 
into compensation agreements thereby binding Plaintiff to the compensation agreements and said 
compensation agreements were done so with the consent and at the request and instruction of the 
Plaintiff. 
TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims should be dismissed because some or all of Plaintiffs claims are barred 
by the applicable statute of limitations. 
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ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any amount due the Plaintiff, if any, is subject to an offset of amounts due to Defendants 
pursuant to the Settlement and Release Agreement entered into on March 10, 2003 (Exhibit A), 
as well as any other agreements or understandings to which Plaintiff received benefit. 
RULE 11 STATEMENT 
Defendants have considered and believe that they may have additional defenses, 
including counterclaims, but do not have enough information at this time to assert such 
additional defenses or counterclaims under Rule 11 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
Defendants do not intend to waive any such defenses and counterclaims and specifically assert 
their intention to amend this answer and counterclaim if, pending research and after discovery, 
facts come to light giving rise to such additional defenses and counterclaims. 
ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 
Defendants have been required to retain the services of Greener Burke Shoemaker P.A. in 
order to answer the allegations raised in the Complaint filed by Plaintiff. Defendants are entitled 
to recover their reasonable attorney's fees and costs of suit pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 12-120, 
12-121, and 12-123, and Rule 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
PRAYER 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for entry of judgment against Plaintiff, as follows: 
1. That the Plaintiffs Complaint be dismissed with prejudice and Plaintiff take 
nothing against Defendants thereby; 
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2. That Defendants be awarded their costs, including reasonable attorney's fees 
pursuant to Idaho Code § § 12-120 and 12-121, Rule 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, 
and any other applicable rule or statute; 
3. That judgment be entered in favor of Defendants on all claims for relief raised in 
the Plaintiffs Complaint; and 
4. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
COUNTERCLAIM 
COMES NOW Defendants, Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins, husband and wife, 
by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Greener Burke Shoemaker P.A., for and 
against Arthur Donald Watkins hereby complain and allege as follows: 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
1. Defendants/Counterclaimants, Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins 
(collectively, "Defendants/Counterclaimants") are residents of Ada County, Idaho. 
2. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, Arthur Donald Watkins, (hereinafter "Plaintiff/ 
Counterdefendant"), on their current information and belief is a resident of Utah and/or a 
resident of Ada County, Idaho. 
3. This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Idaho Code § 1-7054. 
Venue is proper in Ada County, Idaho because Counterdefendant resided in said county and has 
commenced litigation in this county, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 5-404. 
Ill 
Ill 
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4. On or about August 3, 1987, Florence R. Watkins exercised her right to distribute 
her assets, pay her debts and settle her affairs by executing a Last Will and Testament in which 
case Plaintiff/Counterdefendant was named as a lifetime beneficiary as identified therein,. 
5. As part of her Last Will and Testament Florence R. Watkins, as intrigual part of 
here Testamentary Disposition created two (2) trusts herein referred to as the Marital Exemption 
Trust and the Husband's Trust. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant was identified as a lifetime 
beneficiary of both trusts. 
6. From approximately 1992, when the Trusts funded, up to and including a time 
certain in 1995, Plaintiff/Counterdefendant was the Trustee and Beneficiary of both the above 
identified Trusts. In 1995, Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, by virtue of his resignation as Trustee, 
caused to be appointed his sons Brian and Eugene Watkins and George Wadsworth CPA as 
Successor Trustees to each Trust. The resignation of Plaintiff/Counterdefendant as Trustee an 
appointment of Brian Dale Watkins, Donald Eugene Watkins, and George Wadsworth as co-
trustees was at all times consistent with the Last Will and Testament of Florence R. Watkins. 
7. At the time of creating the Last Will and Testament of Florence R. Watkins, as 
well as the above identified trusts, the children of Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. 
Watkins were as follows: Donald Eugene Watkins, Janet LaRue Thompson, Sharon Marie 
Wadsworth, Patricia Ann Saliby, Arnold Douglas Watkins, and Brian Dale Watkins. It appears 
that the above identified children would be considered residual heirs to the Last Will and 
Testament as well as residual beneficiaries to the trust in question. 
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8. On July 25, 1988 Florence R. Watkins passed away thereby leaving 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant beneficiary of both trusts. Between 1992, when the Trusts funded 
and 1995, while Plaintiff/Counterdefendant was the trustee of the above identified trusts no 
formalized accounting was issued by the trustee to any of the residual heirs of Florence Watkins. 
9. With the 1995 resignation as trustee of the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant and his 
appointment of his sons, Brian and Eugene Watkins and CPA George Wadsworth as co-trustees 
up until July or August of 2009, the date upon which Defendant Brian D. Watkins resigned, any 
accounting by the co-trustees would have been substantially similar to the accounting conducted 
by the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant at the time of his being a trustee of the identified trusts. 
10. In November 2000, Plaintiff/Counterdefendant exercised and gave a signed Power 
of Attorney in favor of Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins in order for Brian to assist 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant with the management and operation of Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's 
businesses. This Power of Attorney was not demanded by Brian, but rather Brian agreed to 
accept this responsibility as an accommodation to the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant and not 
otherwise. 
11. In the early 1980s, no later than 1984, Defendant/Counterclaimant began working 
with his brothers, Doug and Gene, in assisting their father in the management of the family 
properties. 
12. By the mid 1990s, and perhaps earlier, Defendant/Counterclaimant's brothers 
were receiving compensation of approximately $3,000 per month. Although not specifically 
designated as such, included in the $3,000 payment was approximately $1,000 being paid to 
Doug for injury that he had sustained while working on the ranch. Further, of the $3,000 
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received by Gene, $1,300 was included for an injury he sustained while working for the family's 
business in Boise, ID. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant attested to such in or about April 1998. 
13. Since the death of Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's wife, Florence, on July 28, 1988, 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant has borrowed monies from the various trusts created in Florence's 
will, to the extent that, that Plaintiff/Counterdefendant estimated in April 1998 that he was 
indebted to the family trusts in the approximate sum of $1,500,000. 
14. On or about August 28, 1988, Defendant/Counterclaimant, Brian D. Watkins was 
injured while working on Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's leased property in that a tree located on 
the leased premises fell and struck Brian D. Watkins resulting in grievous, permanent personal 
injuries. The personal injury was the direct and proximate cause of Plaintiff/Counterdefendant' s 
negligent maintenance of the premises. At the request of the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, a 
Settlement and Release Agreement (Exhibit A, attached hereto) was entered into by Plaintiff/ 
Counterdefendant and Defendant/Counterclaimant, Brian D. Watkins in which Brian D. Watkins 
was to receive $3,000 per month for the remainder of his life as full compensation for his injury. 
15. This Agreement was memorialized in a written Settlement and Release 
Agreement dated March 10, 2003 (Exhibit A), drawn up by the Plaintiff/ Counterdefendant's 
attorney and was mutually agreed to by both parties. Plaintiff/ Counterdefendant continued to 
pay $3,000 to the Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins, up until March 2009 at which 
time said payments stopped. 
16. Defendant/Counterclaimant Robynlee Watkins, the wife of Defendant/ 
Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins, likewise has rendered services to the benefit of the 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant and began these services in or about September 1988, following 
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Brian's injury, up to and including March 2009, resulting in the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant being 
unjustly enriched by Defendant/Counterclaimant Robynlee Watkins keeping books and other 
services to the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant. 
17. Up and through March 2009, Defendant/Counterclaimant assisted the Plaintiff/ 
Counterdefendant in the management of the family properties for which the Defendant/ 
Counterclaimant received compensation as agreed to by the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant. 
18. On or about October 25, 2008, Defendant/Counterclaimant, Brian D. Watkins, 
submitted a plan of succession to his father in which he suggested that he and his wife, Robynlee 
Watkins, receive proper compensation for their roles in managing the family business. At that 
time, Defendant/Counterclaimant was receiving approximately $1,850 for his management 
assistance to the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, his father, regarding the Access Mini Storage, 
Baritz Apartments, Crestview Apartments, as well as other assets. A portion of the management 
monies came from Plaintiff/Counterdefendant and a portion came from the trusts. 
19. Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins acknowledges that in March 2009 
he drafted compensation agreements for his brothers Douglas and Eugene as a means of 
memorializing the relationship between the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant and his brothers. The 
drafting of these compensation agreements merely memorialized a pre-existing verbal contract 
between Plaintiff/Counterdefendant and each of the brothers, as the brothers had been receiving 
such compensation since approximately September 1993. 
20. In addition to the compensation agreements, drafted and executed to the benefit of 
the brothers, Defendant/Counterclaimant likewise drafted compensation agreements for himself 
and his wife, Defendant/Counterclaimant Robynlee Watkins which set forth an obligation 
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whereby Plaintiff/Counterdefendant agreed to compensate Defendant/Counterclaimants Brian D. 
Watkins and Robynlee Watkins for the services they had rendered and for duties to be performed 
under the written Plan of Succession brought to the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant' s attention in 
October 2008. Based on such, Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins, in drafting the 
compensation agreements for himself and his wife, arrived at the $3,000 per month. At the time 
of execution by both Defendant/Counterclaimants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins, it 
was done with the intent that such would be disclosed to their father and if he had any objection, 
such objection would be observed and recognized by Defendant/Counterclaimants. 
FIRST COUNTERCLAIM 
(Breach of Settlement and Release Agreement/Specific Performance) 
21. Defendant/Counterclaimants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins reallege 
and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this counterclaim as if fully set forth herein. 
22. On or about August 28, 1988, Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins, was 
injured while working at the request and on the premises owned by Plaintiff/Counterdefendant. 
23. As a result of this injury, Defendant/Counterclaimant, Brian D. Watkins and 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins entered into a Settlement and Release 
Agreement ("Agreement"), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". 
24. This Agreement was entered into at the request of the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant 
and was drawn up by Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's attorney. Per that Agreement, it is 
acknowledged that the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant had made and delivered certain periodic 
payments of $3,000 per month to Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins from on or about 
October 1988 through the date of execution of the Agreement dated July 30, 2003 and further 
agreed to continue said payments for as long as Defendant/Counterclaimant shall live. 
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25. As a result of Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's breach of contract in or about March 
2009, Plaintiff/Counterdefendant stopped making monthly payments thereby causing damages to 
Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins who is currently owed approximately $105,000, 
plus pre-judgment interest. The amount owed is ongoing and will continue to increase each 
month as Plaintiff fails to pay as agreed to under his contract, the Settlement and Release 
Agreement, attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
26. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant should be ordered to specifically perform pursuant to 
the Settlement and Release Agreement dated March 10, 2003 to ensure that the monthly 
payments are made to Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins. 
SECOND COUNTERCLAIM 
(Breach of Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing) 
27. Defendant/Counterclaimants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins reallege 
and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this counterclaim as if fully set forth herein. 
28. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant has a duty under the Settlement and Release 
Agreement (Exhibit A, attached hereto) entered into by the parties, to act in good faith and deal 
fairly with Defendant/ Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins. 
29. By his actions and inactions, Plaintiff/Counterdefendant has breached his duty of 
good faith and fair dealing under the Settlement and Release Agreement entered into by the 
parties. 
30. As a result of Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's breach of the covenant of good faith 
and fair dealing, Defendant/Counterclaimant Brian D. Watkins has suffered damages m an 
amount to be proven at trial, but no less than $105,000, plus pre-judgment interest. 
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ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 
Defendants have been required to retain the services of Greener Burke Shoemaker P.A. in 
order to bring this Counterclaim on their behalf. Defendants are entitled to recover their 
reasonable attorney's fees and costs of suit pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 12-120, 12-121, and 12-
123, and Rule 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
PRAYER 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for entry of judgment against Plaintiff, as follows: 
1. That the Complaint be dismissed with prejudice and Plaintiff take nothing against 
Defendants thereby; 
2. That judgment be entered in favor of Defendants on all claims for relief raised in 
the Plaintiffs Complaint; and 
3. That judgment be entered in favor of Defendants on all counterclaims and against 
Plaintiff for actual damages, plus interest, including pre-judgment interest, as set forth herein and 
as proven at trial; 
4. That judgment be entered for costs, including reasonable attorney's fees pursuant 
to Idaho Code§§ 12-120, 12-121, and 12-123, Rule 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, 
and any other applicable rule or statute; 
5. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
DATED this .21_ day of February, 2012. 
11liam C. Tharp 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian D. Watkins 
and Robynlee Watkins 
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VERIFICATION 
STA TE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins, being first duly sworn on oath, depose and say: 
We are named Defendants in the above-entitled action, and as such, are personally 
familiar with the matters stated herein. 
We have read the foregoing Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' Verified Answer 
to First Amended Complaint; Demand for Jury Trial; and Counterclaim, know the contents 
thereof, and the facts therein stated are true and correct to the best of our knowledge and belief. 
DATED this __ day of February, 2012. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this~ day of February, 2012. 
N otaryPublicV Idaho 
Residing a~: . . AesiaiAg in: Boise, Idaho 
My comm1ss1on expires: Commission expin~s: Q.(22/2017 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I caused to be served the foregoing Brian D. Watkins and 
Robynlee Watkins Verified Answer to First Amended Complaint; Demand for Jury Trial; 
and Counterclaim on the following named person(s) on the date indicated below, in the manner 
indicated below: 
Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P. 0. Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller, Esq. 
1202 1st Street South 
Nampa, Idaho 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald Eugene and 
Katie Watkins 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Attorney for Defendants Arnold Douglas and 
Vir[(inia Wat kins 
DATED this..2.Z day of February, 2012. 
D U.S. Mail 
0 yacsimile: (208/954-5268) 
0'" Hand Delivery 
D Overnight Delivery 
D Email: ssmith@hawleytroxell.com 
D U.S. Mail 
[2j" Facsimile: (208/466-7910) 
D Hand Delivery 
D Overnight Delivery 
D Email: egsl@mindspring.com 
~U.S. Mail --
~ Facsimile: (208/475-0101) 
D Hand Delivery 
D Overnight Delivery 
D Email: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
mhanby@diniuslaw.com 
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SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT 
Thi,; Settlement 1111<1 ·Rd~nse -~gX't!<::lllcnt (thto ··.·\gr,;>emdnf') chlted the /{~'ct.'ly of Mnn:h 
2003, is entered into betw«n . ..\RTHFR DONALD WAThlNS {"Rek.1.:ree") and BRI.-\N DALE 
WATKINS { .. Rel~asor""j. 
\v1NESSETH: 
A. The Re!e3.~e vr;1s tbe Lessor of c~rtnin rs:nl prc•p,:rty located in Yalley Co11n,y. Id.iho 
(the O"n~cl Premises"") ()n or acont .-\ugust 28. L988: the Re!easor was pr~se11t on the Leased 
P~mise5 ,Yith the Rdea;;ee ;1t the request of the Rekasee. 
B. Rele:isor ;11leges th.'lt on such d.,te thr.: R,:1le.:l3«c ca.usc:d :i m~c located ,,11 the Le:ised 
Premises to foll striking the Rdea~;:,r .:ind om1si1ig the Rc?l<!asor grie,·ous penn:-.n;::11t pen;onal iqjuries 
m1d th.,t such per~onal injury was tlie direct and p:wxiru.att:> c;n1:-1e of Rdea~.:·:; negligent 
mainten.111~~ of the Ow11ed Premisots. 
C. As a result of th~ ab0\·e-refere11ced personal injury :,;ufl~reJ by the Releasor. 
Rele.asee ~,.nd Rele.n5-or thereafter entered into an or~l agreeiuent ,,·herehy the R<:'l~"!.~ee ~greed t(, 
provide the Relensor •,,'ith periodic ra}111ents in th.: ~um of $J.(100 pl!!' month for the ~mainder of 
Rde:isor·s life as full co11ipe11:;..,tio11 by tl1e Rdeasee to the Rdeasor for Rde~sor·~ c!aims against 
Rele.,se~ 
D. Rdeasee bas performed ~,id or:il agre,m1,~nt with the Relensee from the date thereof 
tmtil the cklk of .axecutic,n of this Agree:in,mt. 
E. R.dtJasoo and Rdca\e:ur ""ish t._1 ent~r mto this Agre~mr:nt to 111emorialize tht!n- prior 
oral agreement. 
:?'-OW. THEREFORE. th.:: pm-tie:; hereto h~eby agroo nnd mt~· a:, follow:-: 
•. Pavment h1- Rdea'lee. In t.'l>11sid~rntio11 of the Release set fi..1rth in paragraph'.! 111:n:of 
Relea::or and Retens~ h~reby ad,:11(1wlcdge the deli,·o:ry ~ml rec~ip1 of tht? p.:riNlic payments of 
S3.000 per month mnde t('l the Rdensor by the Relt?o.see from October 1988 until tl1e d:tte her~of 
and fi.u:th<}f agree to .::ontinuo a1~d to :iccept su;:h periodic pa)1nents in the amount of $3.00() pc'! 
month for a,;, long :is the Rdea,or s!1.1ll fo:e. Rd·,0~Seo .1da.w,.vledge.:1 .:md .agr..::t!s th:,t in the e~·=t he 
predeceases ti.<c! Rele..1sor. th:.t the obligation ofRdeasee slmll 1:>ind R.ele::isee· s estate 
., R.;:Je:ise o!"R<!lea!'ee h\· Releasor bl consideration for tlw p.modic pa)111<:11ts alr.aady 
Ll1:1de .n11d Releasde· s ngniem1.;nt .~et forth h<?rein to continu~ sucll periodic payment,:; S(• long :is 
R~leasor shn.11 live. to be nuiJe pursuant to p..•1.rngraph l of this _.;greement and :i.U other tt!nlls and 
conditions ct1ntained in tlns Agr~·~mi;nt. the Rele.:i...:;or for hims::lf his heirs. ¢:,..:cut<•rs. 
ndminisrrotors. successors and ~;;:.-ign~ hereby rdeas¢S and forever discharges the Rde.1Sce. his 
he:it:o;, excct.1ton,. ndlninisttato~. principals. einplt,ye..:s. rep.,"l:sc:nt:ttive:!'. ngent:s. m~sig11s ,1.nd 
!>'Uccassors :ind .ill oth~r p~s1)11s li:ibk l,r \\·ho nught be cbimtcl to be liahi.: in any ma1111c=r. from 
ru.1y and :ill ..:klirn.~. deitmnds. d."\1m1ge:1, .:1cti~)11S, c.,usas of action or suits of any kind or nature 
wlmtsoev~. both kllo"n :i.nd tu1J..:.i10,:1.11. to pers011 or property. which have resulted in the past or 
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may m the future develop as a r~sult ~1fth~ :i~c1<lc11t which oc~--urr.ad 011 or nbcut • .\ugust 28. 1988. 
""Inch :i.llc;gedJy resulted in physical injurie.: tc, the R,deasor. It is undersf(l(,d :md agreed by th-e 
pa11ies that th<! p.iyments. lb set nut herein. whether alr:::.1.dy 1n.'ldc orfo he m:ide i1! the: fomre. are 
not to be ccn:;trned .'.IS .'.Ill .ichnission of li:ibiiity on the prt of the R.deasee. 
3. Upon the death ,,fth.: Rele;i.~or. all payments to l:>e made bereuncl"r shall cease ;1nd 
tennillnte and this Agreement sb.1.ll be folly s.'.lti:;ficd. 
4. Upon the death ofRdeasee .:tlld within the meMing c,fS~ction 130(;::) ,)fthe {ntl:!fn."11 
Revenue Code of 1986. ;lS .:uuellded {the .. Code··:i, the e:;.'t.at,; or'tbe Rele:isee may ll}...11.;.e :s --qunlified 
:issig111nenf' to au assignee of Rdensee · s oblig..'lticus to mnk;;, futul"e ptlli.odi.: 1>aym.:..-nts :ts dslscrih;;.>d 
herein. Re!ea:.or hereby C0115¢1lt:s to such illl assigmu.:nl to .:in .;i:;.-;igl'lti<! approv~d by Rde;iror. 'Cpon 
such :t$.<:,i.gmuent, ~'l.ich :is~iguee or :its d~signee sh.:t!l ul..1i1 fim1r;; payments directly to Rtle.as,Jr. 
5. Assig11t-e m.1y fuud tll.: Periodic Pa\'J.ncnts by purchasing a "qu .. 1Jified thnding :H;sl!t," 
within the 111c:u:ri11g of Section BO(d) ofth.! Code. iu the fonn of an annuity policy with Rdeitsor 
dt::sign .. 1tcd :1s "m.:.1suri11g iifr" c,r "limiting life'" under said contr:lct. Pa:,m<!llt:s 1n.1.dc pursn.:mt to 
s..-iid annuity co11tr.:i.ct sh.·111 operate .1s a pro fouto d1scb;uge of the periodic payment oblig~tio11s 
described h~rein. 
6. It is expr¢~sly understood that the Rekasor shall not have the nght. \,·ithout the 
exprass ,,ritttn c()ns,mt of tbi! Rde.:tsce or the person.:i.l representativ:: of Rdeasee· s estate to: 
!I. accelerate or def~ said fnnm~ p .. 'lyments to !lny time or \'a.ry in any respect the 
ptl)'lll~1ts: 
b. receive the l'>resc;:nt discounted wilu¢ offatu.re pnyments: 
-:. h.1....-e any control of the in,·eshneut:" or fi.mJs from whid1 payments :ire made: 
cl h~1\·e any right o incrcn~ 01· de;.Te~1se the p:1ym~11t,;~ 
"'· cb:mge or modify the m~cr. mode or method of meetitlg ~ny p:1.~·m-:11ts or 
discharging "-DY obligations ~t forth in this :tgrti!em~nt 
f: h .. 1Ye the power to sd!, mortgage. encttnl~er. or anticipak the future pnyment:;, or 
:in)· paii thereof by assig;.1111<:nt or oth::!n,·is.c". 
7 To J)r('Curi;;; pa.yt\1ent of th~ .afore1ne11tiot1ed stnns~ the Reli.:a~or dl',es h¢reby decl:tie 
th:1t he is compdent a!'ld of the age l1f majority, that no representations about the 11.1.ture and a:!.'\.1ent 
of said damage. loss or iiliury b:y .u1y :ittomey or .:i.gent C1f any p~~- herehy releas<:<l nor any 
represeutatious r~g ... rcl:ing the JJ.:1ture and extent of the legal liability or fin::mcia1 responsibility ofany 
of the p:utie<; hereby rel~$ed h::in: bdl.1;:ed Rele.Jsor to make this settlement: tlmt in d<!tem1iJti11g 
snid settl~eut tl1er~ h3s be-¢11 t..'lken into cc,mids,ro.tion not 011Iy the n$certo.i.11ed <bm.,g..iti and losses. 
but nl:!o !'he fact that consequenc~ not now :isc~ain,;:d may result from sai-J occTU1-e11ce. c;i:$U:tlty or 
event as hex-einhd:ore reforred to. 
8. Rele:isc,r does hereby fi.rrtber clwen~m :md :igrce rh.1t he "ill never in~titute in the 
ti.1ture .u1y ¢Ot111,fai11t, b1.tit, nctio11 <>r c.aus;i of ,1-:tiou. in fow or in equity. :\g:w1.~t tbe Releasee; uor 
i.t1Stit1.1te, prose1.•ute. or in any w:ly aid in the institution or 1,rosect.rtio11 of any cfo.im. demand. nctiou. 
canse nf :tction. suit 1)r complaint for er t)n ncrolu1t of any dnm .. 'lge. 1,)SS. ilzj1.rry or expense 111 
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d.1n1.1ge. loss or ~:\."}Xill5C is known or unknown. past, presl!nt ar thture. In connection thl!rewith. 
Rdeasor do<!s h.er:,by co\'ennllt and agree to incl.¢nnrit\ · and lm!d hnrrnlcss the afo,em.:ntion~ 
Releasee from :uir and all cmims. <l~11and'). a~fi<.)U.'>. cau.~es of :iction. suits or compfainti; that 111.1~· 
be brought by ruiy p~rson., personi;. firlll. corpc,rntion or otll~r entit~· ugnillst the Reknsee. for injury. 
d..,m:tge or loss ofRele."lsor arising out of the casu.1.lty. ,X;ctUTence or event hereinbefore refeaed to 
9. R.ttld,;\Sor h~.:by .:.lcktlo\vle<lg.:s r~.:ipt of :i copy of this Agre~111,mt befort> signing 
same. It is underst0od thtlt the pro·,·1sions of this . ..l.gre~m~.t are contractual and :u-e 11ot merely 
recitals ~d tb."lt the unde:rsigned has rood the furegoillg Agreem.~nt. widerst::mds it ~nd signs !mme 
as his voluntnry :.tot nnd ddtd Relea:sor further .:tckno,,.iedgl!{; and agr.:es that this :~een1ent 
oompkt"1y n:statc:s the ornt agreement unde.r ;,11kh the Relei:t~or ;111d R~kasee h.we been op~.:rting 
,n11c.e th~ time oftbe caslL-tll) :ind m.jury in..:urred by the Rel~soc .'ls l1c:ri:in.'.1bot'e de$,=nbi;d. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss 
County l•f Ada ) 
, f(L Ou this the ]t> d-d."l)" "t ' 1 2003, befor~ me ap1~1red Brian Dal~ Watkins. kno,m to 
me or $At:isfuctorily pr\'r\·en to 'be the person whose n..,me i:; subscri~d to th<.! within instnnmmt and 
be executed the S3Ilh: fur the ptlI]J~'lses therein coobined In \\itne~ ,n1«oof I 
p.u.., 
d :ind offici.11 ~e:il. 1 • // J 
-.-·- NOHRY Pl,~C ro'Pf!/iJ~Wt~ 
1Ji.!itc/1 rf --f R~siding .1t I JtJ, ,A-L ,i l) · 
~1~· Commission fa1>ire-sdf±5/t•{jf 




Ada County Clerk 
EDWIN G. SCHILLER 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHARTERED 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, Idaho 83653-0021 
Telephone: {208) 466-7809 
Facsimile: (208) 466-7910 
ISB No. 1616 
Attorney for DONALD EUGENE WATKINS 
and KATIE WATKINS 
• NO._, 
AM_::::::• ~:f;·l,&!""~----i· :-)-(?-c.1--
/.fAR 06 2012 ~ 
CHRISTOPHER 0 
By CHRISTINE s~fH, Clerk 
DEPUTY ._E7 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 







BRIAND. WATKINS AND ROBYNLEE) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed) 
thereof; DONALD EUGENE WATKINS) 
and KATIE WATKINS, husband and) 
wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; ) 
and ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and) 
wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof, ) 
) 
Defendants. ) ________________ ) 
Case No. CV oc 0921373 
DEFENDANTS DONALD EUGENE 
WATKINS AND KATIE WATKINS' 
ANSWER TO FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT 
Comes now the above named Defendants, DONALD EUGENE 
WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS, by and through their attorney of record, 
DEFENDANTS' ANSWER, ETC. - 1 
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EDWIN G. SCHILLER, and in answer to Plaintiff's First Amended 
Complaint admits, denies and alleges as follows: 
I. 
Defendants admit each and every allegation of Paragraphs 
4, 5, 6, 7 and 8, of Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint. 
II. 
Defendants are without sufficient information or 
knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 9 through 157 inclusive of Plaintiff's First 
Amended Complaint and therefore deny the same in their entirety. 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff has failed to state with particularity all 
averments of fraud (misrepresentation) as required by Idaho Rules 
of Civil Procedure 9(b). 
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's claims are barred by the doctrines of waiver, 
and/or laches and/or unclean hands. 
THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint fails to state a 
claim for relief against Defendants entitling Plaintiff to punitive 
damages in accordance with Idaho Code§ 6-1604. 
DEFENDANTS' ANSWER, ETC. - 2 
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FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Compensation Agreement was a valid and executed 
Agreement. 
FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Defendants fully performed each term of the Agreement 
between them and Plaintiff and Plaintiff has received the full 
consideration agreed upon. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached the Agreement which forms the basis of 
his cause of action. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breach an implied covenant of good faith and 
fair dealing by failing to pay Defendants as required and 
attempting to disavow Plaintiff's commitment. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff is estopped from denying the existence of an 
Agreement and obligation to pay Defendants $3,000.00 per moth for 
life based upon representations made under oath in another civil 
action. 
NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
As Plaintiff's attorney, BRIAND. WATKINS had authority 
and/or apparent authority to enter into the Compensation 
Agreements, thereby binding Plaintiff. 
DEFENDANTS' ANSWER, ETC. - 3 
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TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's claims should be dismissed because some or 
all of Plaintiff's claims are barred by the applicable statute of 
limitations. 
ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any amount due to Plaintiff, if any, is subject to an 
offset for amounts due to Defendants pursuant to the Compensation 
Agreement. 
CLAIM FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
Defendants have been required to retain the services of 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHARTERED, to defend this action and are 
entitled to recover their attorney fees and costs from the 
Plaintiff pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 12-120 and 12-121 as well as 
other applicable laws. 
Defendants reserve their right to file a Counterclaim 
against the Plaintiff. 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for Judgment, Order and Decree 
as follows: 
1. That Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint be 
dismissed with prejudice and Plaintiff take nothing thereby and 
that Judgment be entered in favor of Defendants; 
2. For Defendants' reasonable attorney fees incurred in 
defending this action; 
DEFENDANTS' ANSWER, ETC. - 4 
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3. For Defendants' costs, expert's fees and expenses 
incurred herein; and 
4. For such other and further relief as the Court deem 
just and equitable. 
DATED this the 5th day of March, 2012. 
SCHILLER & 
CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 5th day of March, 2012, I 
caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing instrument to be 
transmitted via facsimile, to: 
Stephen C. Smith 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
Facsimile No. (208) 954-5268 
William c. Tharp 
Greener Burke & Shoemaker, PA 
950 w. Bannock Street, Ste. 900 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Facsimile No. (208) 319-2601 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Dinius Law 
5680 E. Franklin Road 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Facsimile No. (208) 475-01~~ =--
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' 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
ISB Nos. 5974, 7997 
kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
mhanby@diniuslaw.com 
• N0.------;::;-;-;-=;:;--1!":'°ln'rr~r-~:-Fi:_rn O{_) () "'-. 
A.M. ____ P,.M_~......,.-
MARO 9 2012 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By LAP,AAMES 
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Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 













WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; and ARNOLD ) 
DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 





CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
DEFENDANTS ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS AND 
VIRGINIA WATKINS' ANSWER 
TO FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT AND AMENDED 
COUNTERCLAIM 
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e 
COME NOW, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WA TK.INS and VIRGINA WATKINS, hereinafter 
collectively referred to as "Defendants," by and through their undersigned attorneys of record 
and answer the First Amended Complaint ("Complaint") of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS as 
follows: 
INTRODUCTION 
The following defenses are not stated separately as to each claim for relief or allegation 
of Plaintiff. Nevertheless, the following defenses are applicable, where appropriate, to any and 
all of Plaintiffs claims for relief. Defendants, in asserting the following defenses, do not admit 
that the burden of proving the allegations or denials contained in the defenses is upon 
Defendants, but, to the contrary, assert that by reason of said denials, and by reason of relevant 
statutory and judicial authority, the burden of proving the facts relevant to many of the defenses 
and affirmative defenses and the burden of proving the inverse of the allegations contained in 
many of the defenses and affirmative defenses is upon the Plaintiff. Moreover, Defendants do 
not admit, in asserting any defense, any responsibility or liability but, to the contrary, specifically 
deny any and all allegations of responsibility and liability contained in Plaintiff's Complaint. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a cause of action against Defendants on which relief 
may be granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Defendants deny each and every allegation contained in Plaintiff's Complaint on file 
herein not specifically admitted herein. 
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PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 
1. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
2. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
3. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
4. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore denies the 
same in its entirety. 
5. In answer to Paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins are residents of Gem County. 
6. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore denies the 
same in its entirety. 
7. Defendants admit the allegations contained in Paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
8. In answer to Paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Plaintiff has alleged this court has jurisdiction regarding this matter. 
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9. In' answer to Paragraph 9 of Plaintiff's Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Plaintiff has alleged venue is appropriate in Ada County. 
II. 
GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 
10. In answer to Paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit that 
Florence passed away on July 25, 1988. The terms of the Marital Exemption Trust and the 
Husband's Trust speak for themselves. 
11. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
12. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
13. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 13 of Plaintiff's Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
14. In answer to Paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Marital Exemption Trust speaks for itself. 
15. In answer to Paragraph 15 of Plaintiff's Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Husband's Trust speaks for itself. Defendants are without sufficient information or 
knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 15 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
16. In answer to Paragraph 16 of Plaintiff's Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Husband's Trust speaks for itself. Defendants are without sufficient information or 
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knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 16 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
17. Defendants admit the allegations contained in Paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
18. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
19. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
20. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
III. 
ALLEGATIONS REGARDING WRONGDOING 
21. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
22. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
23. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
24. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
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same in its entirety. 
25. In answer to Paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Douglas Watkins began working full time for Plaintiff in or about 1984, was paid on an hourly 
basis by Plaintiff and would often work overtime. In or about September 1993, Douglas Watkins 
began receiving a salary of $3,000 per month while he continued to work full time. In late 1994, 
Douglas Watkins's monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and he began to work fewer 
hours. Douglas Watkins was told that the difference in salary would be made up upon the sale of 
the ranch in a lump-sum amount. Plaintiff made multiple representations that, in exchange for 
their years of service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, his sons 
would each receive $3,000 per month for life. Specifically, Plaintiff stated to Douglas Watkins in 
1999 that all of his sons, including Douglas Watkins, would receive $3,000 per month as a 
retirement/disability benefit for their years of employment. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite 
the representations made, no lump sum was ever paid to Douglas Watkins. 
26. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
27. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
28. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
29. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
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same in its entirety. 
30. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
31. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 31 of Plaintiff's Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
32. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
33. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 33 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
34. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 34 of Plaintiff's Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
35. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
36. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
37. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 37 of Plaintiff's Complaint and therefore deny the 
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same in its entirety. 
38. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
39. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 39 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
40. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
41. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
42. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
43. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
44. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
45. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
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46. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
4 7. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
48. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
49. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
50. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
51. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
52. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
53. In answer to Paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
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Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 53. 
54. In answer to Paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 54. 
55. In answer to Paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 55. 
56. In answer to Paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreements and Settlement and Release Agreement were duly executed, 
effective, and valid which requires Plaintiff to pay each Defendant $3,000 per month, for life. 
Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 56. 
57. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
58. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
59. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
60. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
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61. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 61 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the 
same in its entirety. 
IV. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
ACCOUNTING - GENE 
62. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
63. In answer to Paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Trusts speak for themselves. Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to 
either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs Complaint 
and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
64. The allegations contained in Paragraph 64 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 64 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
65. The allegations contained in Paragraph 65 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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V. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY - BRIAN AND GENE 
66. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
67. The allegations contained in Paragraph 67 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 67 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
68. The allegations contained in Paragraph 68 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 68 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
69. The allegations contained in Paragraph 69 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 69 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
70. The allegations contained in Paragraph 70 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are 'without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 70 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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71. The allegations contained in Paragraph 71 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 71 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
72. The allegations contained in Paragraph 72 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
73. The allegations contained in Paragraph 73 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
74. The allegations contained in Paragraph 74 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 7 4 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
75. The allegations contained in Paragraph 75 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 75 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
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76. The allegations contained in Paragraph 76 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 76 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
VI. 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF POWER OF ATTORNEY - BRIAN 
77. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
78. The allegations contained in Paragraph 78 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 78 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
79. The allegations contained in Paragraph 79 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 79 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
80. The allegations contained in Paragraph 80 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 80 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
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81. The allegations contained in Paragraph 81 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 81 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
82. The allegations contained in Paragraph 82 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 82 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
83. The allegations contained in Paragraph 83 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 83 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
84. The allegations contained in Paragraph 84 of the Plaintiffs Complaint appear to 
be directed at other parties and thus no response is required. To the extent a response is required, 
Defendants are without sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraph 84 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its 
entirety. 
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
RESCISSION OF SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT AND 
COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS -BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE AND DOUG 
85. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
86. In answer to Paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
87. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 87 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
88. In answer to Paragraph 88 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
the Compensation Agreement was a valid and binding agreement consisting of bargained for 
compensation. Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 88 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint. 
89. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 89 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
90. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 90 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
91. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
VIII. 
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
FRAUD/DECEIT - BRIAN, GENE AND DOUG 
92. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
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93. In answer to Paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
94. In answer to Paragraph 94 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 94 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
95. In answer to Paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
96. In answer to Paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
97. In answer to Paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
98. In answer to Paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
99. In answer to Paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
100. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
101. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs 
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Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 
Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 
IX. 
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST - ALL DEFENDANTS 
102 of Plaintiffs 
103 of Plaintiffs 
104 of Plaintiffs 
105 of Plaintiffs 
106 of Plaintiffs 
107. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
108. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 108 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
109. Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 109 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
110. Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 110 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
111. Defendants deny the allegations contained Ill Paragraph 111 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
112. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 112 of Plaintiffs 
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113. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 113 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
X. 
SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
UNJUST ENRICHMENT -ALL DEFENDANTS 
114. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
115. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 115 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
116. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 116 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
11 7. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 11 7 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
118. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 118 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
XI. 
EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CONVERSION -ALL DEFENDANTS 
119. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
120. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 120 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
121. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 121 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
122. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 122 of Plaintiffs 
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NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
CIVIL RICO - BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE AND DOUG 
123. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
124. Paragraph 124 of Plaintiffs Complaint states legal conclusions to which no 










deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs 
deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 126 of Plaintiffs 
deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 127 of Plaintiffs 
deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 128 of Plaintiffs 
XIII. 
TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - BRIAN 
129. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
130. Iri answer to Paragraph 130 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 130 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
131. In answer to Paragraph 131 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
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sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained m 
Paragraph 131 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
132. In answer to Paragraph 132 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 132 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
133. In answer to Paragraph 133 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 133 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
134. In answer to Paragraph 134 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 134 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
135. In answer to Paragraph 135 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 135 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
136. In answer to Paragraph 136 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 136 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
XIV. 
ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - DOUG 
13 7. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
138. In answer to Paragraph 138 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
Defendant Doug Watkins executed a Real Estate Contract, of which he never received a copy, 
and that the Real Estate Contract speaks for itself. Defendants are without sufficient information 
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or knowledge to either admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 138 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
139. In answer to Paragraph 139 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 139 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
140. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 140 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
141. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 141 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
142. In answer to Paragraph 142 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants admit only that 
due to Plaintiffs failure to pay Doug sums Plaintiff agreed to pay, Defendants have been unable 
to make payments under "Doug's Note." 
143. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 143 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
xv. 
TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
BREACH OF CONTRACT - GENE 
144. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
145. In answer to Paragraph 145 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 145 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
146. In answer to Paragraph 146 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 146 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
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147. In answer to Paragraph 147 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 147 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
148. In answer to Paragraph 148 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 148 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
149. In answer to Paragraph 149 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 149 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
150. In answer to Paragraph 150 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 150 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
151. In answer to Paragraph 151 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendants are without 
sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations contained in 
Paragraph 151 of Plaintiffs Complaint and therefore deny the same in its entirety. 
XVI. 
PLAINTIFF'S INTENT TO SEEK PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
152. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
153. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 153 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
154. Defendants deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 154 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
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ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 
155. Defendants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this Answer as if 
they were fully set forth herein. 
156. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 156 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
157. Defendants deny the allegations contained m Paragraph 157 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. 
XVIII. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
In response to the prayer contained on page 28 of Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint 
and to the extent that Plaintiffs prayer attempts to allege facts or state claims for relief against 
Defendants, Defendants deny the contents of the prayer in its entirety. 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff has failed to state with particularity all averments of fraud (misrepresentation) as 
required by Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 9(b ). 
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims are barred by the doctrines of waiver, and/or laches and/or unclean 
hands. 
THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a claim for relief against Defendants entitling Plaintiff 
to punitive damages in accordance with Idaho Code§ 6-1604. 
FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Compensation Agreement was a valid and executed agreement. 
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FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The Defendants fully performed each term of the agreement between them and Plaintiff 
and Plaintiff has received the full consideration agreed upon. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached the agreement which forms the basis of his cause of action. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff breached an implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing by failing to pay 
Defendants as required and attempting to disavow Plaintiffs commitment. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff is estopped from denying the existence of an agreement and obligation to pay 
Defendants $3,000 per month for life based upon representations made under oath in another 
civil action. 
NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
As Plaintiffs attorney-in-fact, Brian D. Watkins had authority and/or apparent authority 
to enter into the Compensation Agreements, thereby binding Plaintiff. 
TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims should be dismissed because some or all of Plaintiffs claims are barred 
by the applicable statute of limitations. 
ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any amount due to Plaintiff, if any, is subject to an offset for amounts due to Defendants 
pursuant to the Compensation Agreement. 
FUTURE AMENDMENTS TO PLEADINGS 
Defendants have been unable to complete discovery, the ultimate result of which may 
disclose the existence of further and additional defenses that are relevant and germane to this 
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litigation. Defendants therefore reserve the right to seek leave of this Court to amend their 
answer if deemed appropriate. 
CLAIM FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
Defendants have been required to retain the services of Dinius & Associates, PLLC to 
defend this action and are entitled to recover their attorney fees and costs from Plaintiff pursuant 
to Idaho Code§§ 12-120 and 12-121 as well as other applicable laws. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defendants hereby demand a jury trial pursuant to Rule 38 of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for Judgment, Order and Decree as follows: 
1. That Plaintiffs Complaint be dismissed with prejudice and Plaintiff take nothing 
thereby and that judgment be entered in favor of Defendants; 
2. For Defendants' reasonable attorney fees incurred in defending this action; 
3. For Defendants' costs, expert's fees and expenses incurred herein; and 
4. For other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 
AMENDED COUNTERCLAIM 
COME NOW, Defendants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINA 
WATKINS, husband and wife, by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of DINIUS 
& ASSOCIATES, PLLC, for and against ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS hereby COMPLAIN 
AND ALLEGE as follows: 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
1. Defendants/Counterclaimants, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS (individually, 
"Douglas Watkins") and VIRGINIA WATKINS (collectively, "Counterclaimants"), are 
residents of Gem County, Idaho. 
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2. Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS (hereinafter, 
"Counterdefendant"), is a resident of Ada County, Idaho. 
3. This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Idaho Code § 1-705. 
4. Venue is proper in Ada County, Idaho, because Counterdefendant resided in said 
County at the commencement of this action, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 5-404. 
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
5. Douglas Watkins began working full time for Counterdefendant in or about 1984. 
6. Douglas Watkins was paid on an hourly basis by Counterdefendant and would 
often work overtime. 
7. In or about September 1993, Douglas Watkins began receiving a salary of $3,000 
per month while he continued to work full time. 
8. In late 1994, Douglas Watkins's monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and 
he began to work fewer hours. Douglas Watkins was told that the difference in salary would be 
made up upon the sale of the ranch in a lump-sum amount. 
9. Counterdefendant made multiple representations that, in exchange for their years 
of service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, his sons would each 
receive $3,000 per month for life. 
10. Specifically, Counterdefendant stated to Douglas Watkins in 1999 that all of his 
sons, including Douglas Watkins, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/disability 
benefit for their years of employment. 
11. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite the representations made, no lump sum was 
ever paid to Douglas Watkins. 
12. In 2004, payroll taxes began being deducted from Douglas Watkins's monthly 
checks. 
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13. Douglas Watkins continued to receive monthly checks until about March 2009 at 
which time all checks stopped. 
14. In March 2009, the parties entered into a Compensation Agreement whereby 
Counterdefendant agreed to pay Douglas Watkins $3,000 per month for life as a 
retirement/disability benefit "[i]n consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee [Douglas 
Watkins] for Payor [Arthur Donald Watkins]." A true and correct copy of the Compensation 
Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
15. Further, the Compensation Agreement provides that Virginia Watkins would 
continue to receive the $3,000 per month for her life retirement benefit, if Douglas Watkins 
preceded her in death. Id. 
16. The Compensation Agreement was executed by Brian D. Watkins, as Arthur 
Donald Watkins's "attorney in fact." Id. 
17. At all times relevant hereto, Douglas Watkins believed that Brian D. Watkins had 
the authority to execute the Compensation Agreement, as it was consistent with previous 
representations made by Counterdefendant. 
18. Despite Counterdefendant's promises and/or execution of the valid Compensation 
Agreement, Counterclaimants have received no retirement benefit payments as required. 
19. As of the date of this Counterclaim, Counterdefendant has failed to pay 
approximately $105,000 in retirement benefits. 
FIRST COUNTERCLAIM 
Breach of Contract/Specific Performance 
20. Counterclaimants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this 
Counterclaim as if they were fully set forth herein. 
21. The Compensation Agreement is a binding enforceable contract supported by 
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22. Counterdefendant's refusal to tender the monthly retirement/disability benefit 
constitutes a breach of contract. 
23. Brian D. Watkins was an agent of Counterdefendant when the Compensation 
Agreement was executed. Brain D. Watkins had actual and apparent authority to execute the 
Compensation Agreement. Counterdefendant is thereby bound to the terms of the Compensation 
Agreement. 
24. Counterdefendant must be ordered to specifically perform pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement executed on March 2, 2009 to ensure that monthly payments are made 
to Counterclaimants. 
25. As the retirement/disability benefit constitutes "wages" under Idaho law, 
Counterclaimants are entitled to "treble" the amount owed to them and/or collect their attorney 
fees incurred in bringing this action pursuant to Idaho Code§ 45-615. 
26. As a result of Counterdefendant's unlawful breach of contract, Counterclaimants 
have been damages in an exact amount to be proven at trial in excess of $10,000. 
SECOND COUNTERCLAIM 
Breach of Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing 
27. Counterclaimants reallege and incorporate the preceding paragraphs of this 
Counterclaim as if they were fully set forth herein. 
28. Counterdefendant had a duty, pursuant to the agreement reached between the 
parties, to act in good faith and deal fairly with Counterclaimants. 
29. Counterdefendant breached his duty of good faith and fair dealing inherent in the 
agreement between the parties. 
30. As a result of Counterdefendant's unlawful breach of the covenant of good faith 
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and fair dealing, Counterclaimants have suffered damages in an exact amount to be proven at 
trial in excess of $10,000. 
REQUEST FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
Counterclaimants are further entitled to recover their reasonable costs and attorney fees 
expended in pursuing this action, pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 12-120, 12-121, and 45-615, 
I.R.C.P. 54(b), and all other applicable Idaho law. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Counterclaimants hereby demand a jury trial composed of not less than twelve (12) 
persons on all issues so triable, pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 38(b). 
WHEREFORE, Counterclaimants pray for Judgment, Order and Decree of this Court as 
follows: 
1. For a money judgment which fully and fairly compensates Counterclaimants for 
losses suffered as a direct and proximate result of Counterdefendant' s breach of contract and 
breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing in a sum to be determined at trial in 
excess of $10,000; 
2. For an Order requiring Counterdefendant to abide by the terms of the 
Compensation Agreement and pay Counterclaimants' retirement benefit on a monthly basis for 
life; 
3. For an award of Counterclaimants' reasonable attorney fees incurred in pursuing 
this action, pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 12-120, 12-121 and§ 45-615, I.R.C.P. 54(b) and all other 
applicable Idaho· 1aw; 
4. Prejudgment interest at the statutory rate provided; 
5. For costs of suit incurred herein; 
6. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 
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COMPENSATION AGRRICMRNT 
This Compensation Agreement (the "Agreement") dated the -2-. ~day of 
tf{a.,y-J........ . ~ 2009, is entered into between ARTHUR DONALD WA'l'KINS ("Payor") and 
ARNOLD ~QUGLAS WAT((INS ( .. Payee"). 
W ITN ES SETH: 
A. The Payee has been solely eniployed by the Payor for a number of years 
without benefit of a qualified retirement program. 
B. Payor desires to compet1sale Payee by and through this Agreement for 
years of service as a reth-en1ent benefit. 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties·herel() hereby agree as follows: 
1. Payment by Payor. In con.si<lcration of the lifetime of work done by Payee 
for Payor; Payor hereby agrees to pay to Payee periodic payments in the amount of $3,000 per 
month for as long as the Payee shall live. Payor acknowledges and agrees that in the event he 
predeceases the Payee, that the obligation of Payol" shall bind Payor's estate. 
2. Upon the death of the Payee, all payments to be made hereunder shall 
continue to be made to the legal wife of Payee (currently Virginia Lee Watkins); upon the death 
of the wife of the Payee a11 payments to be made hereunder shall cease and terminate and this 
Agreement shall be fully satisfied_ 
3. After the death of the Payor the periodic payment shall be further adjusted 
by the latest CPI (as defined below) at the commencement of each year of this Agreement, a::; 
follows: 
(a) The CPI shall mean the "Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted West 
Region Average For All Items For All Urban Consumers, (1982-
84=100).,' published monthly in the "Monthly Labor Review' of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United Stales Department of Labor. If 
this index is discontinued, the ••consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted 
West Region Average For All Items For Urban Wage Earners and Clerical 
Workers (I 982-84= 100)," published monthly in the "Monthly Labor 
Review;' of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department 
of Labor shall be used for making the computation set forth above. If this 
index is discontinued, comparable statistics on the purchasing power of 
the consumer dollar published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
United States Department of Labor shall be used for making the 
computation set forth above. If the Bureau of Labor Statistics shall no 
longer maintain statistics 011 the purchasing power of the consumer dollar, 
comparable statistics published by a responsible financial periodical or 
recognized authority mutually agreed upon by Payor and Payee a11d 
Tenant sha11 be used for making the computation set forth above. If the 
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base year "(1982-84=-100)" or other base year used in computing the C.Pl 
is changed, the figures used in making the computation above shall be 
changed accordingly, so thut all increases in such price index arc tuk.:n 
into account notwithstanding any .such change in the base year. 
The CPI for the first full calendar month of the first year of payment 
hereof shall he the "Rase 111dex" to compute Payment adj ustmenls 
hereunder. The CPI for the first full calendar month of each successive 
year of the remainder of the term shall be the ·'Adjustment Index.'' (If the 
CPI for any Adjustment Index month is unavailable at the stm1 of any year 
of the remainder orthe term, then the adjustment shall he made when such 
CPI is availab]e> and the adjustment in Base Payment shall he retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index has increased 
over the Base Index, then Base Payment payable under this Agreement 
com.tnencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payme11t is made shall be determined by 
multiplying the Base Payment by a fraction, the numerator of which is the 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in lhi~ Agreement, inn<.> event 
shall the Periodic Payment for any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year. 
4. Upon the death of Pnyor and within the meaning of Section 130(c) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1956, as amended (the .. Code"), the estate of the Payor may make a 
"qualified assignment" to an assignee of Payor's obligations to make foture periodic payments as 
described herein. Payee hereby consent::; to such an a.c;signment to an assignee approved by 
Payee. Upon such assignment, such assignee or its designee shall mail future payme11ts directly 
to Payee. 
5. Assignee may fund the Periodic Payments by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset," within the meaning of Section 130(d) of the Code, in the form of an annuity 
policy with Payee designated as "measuring life" or "limiting life" under said contract. 
Payments made pursuant to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligations described herein. 
6. It is expressly understood that the Payee shall not have the right, without 
the express written consent of the Payor or the personal rep1-esentative of Payor's estate to: 
(a) accelerate or defer said foture payments to any time or vary in any respect 
the payments; 
• 
(b) receive the present discow1ted value of future payments; 
(c) have any control of the investments or funds from which payments are 
made; 
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(d) have any right to increase or decrease the payments: 
(e) change or modify the mana1cr, mode or method of meeting any payrncnL'i 
or discharging any obligations set forth in this Agreemcnl; 
(t) have lhe power lo sell, mortgage, encumber. or anticipate the future 
payments, or any part thereof, by assignment or otherwise. 
PAYOR: 
{l~t.L{)t';J,~L~ tu!~-;> 
Arthur Donald Watkins, 
by: Brian D. Watkins ATTORNEY-IN-FACT 
l " 
STATE OF. i 1o.l:vi ) f\ ) ss. 
County of ~ -U- ) 
n r r1 L '--".... ., . . . ... On is day of J. (Al\(Q. L , 2009, before me 
__.::L.t, /, e ~v, , personally appeared BRIAN D. w ATKINS, known or identified 
to me, to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within in!.trument, and acknowledged to 
me that he ·executed the same. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and am:xed my official 
seal the day and year in this certificate first above written. 
• '~ ; I ' • •) : 
.'· .... 
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Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
Nicholas A. Smith, ISB No. 8400 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
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DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 








WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and ~S,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and AR:NOIIYDOUGLAS) 
WATKINS and V.JB.GfNIA\VATKINS, ) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; GEORGE WADSWORTH ) 
and SHARON WADSWORTH, husband and ) 
wife, and the Marital Community composed ) 
thereof; and JAY THOMSON and JANET ) 
THOMSON, husband and wife, and the ) 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins, by and through his counsel ofrecord, Hawley Troxell 
Ennis & Hawley LLP, in response to Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' 
Counterclaim, admit, deny, and allege as follows: 
I. 
PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
Plaintiff denies each allegation contained in the Counterclaim unless expressly and 
specifically admitted herein. 
1. Plaintiff admits the allegations in paragraph 1 of the Counterclaim. 
2. Plaintiff admits the allegations in paragraph 2 of the Counterclaim. 
3. Plaintiff admits the allegations in paragraph 3 of the Counterclaim. 
4. Plaintiff admits the allegations in paragraph 4 of the Counterclaim. 
II. 
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
5. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
5 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
6. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
6 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
7. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
7 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
8. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
8 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
9. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 9 of the Counterclaim. 
10. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 10 of the Counterclaim. 
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11. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
11 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
12. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
12 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
13. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
13 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
14. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 14 of the Counterclaim. 
15. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 15 of the Counterclaim. 
16. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 16 of the Counterclaim. 
17. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
17 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
18. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
18 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
19. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 19. 
III. 
FIRST COUNTERCLAIM 
(Breach Of Contract /Specific Performance) 
20. See Plaintiffs reply to paragraphs 1-19 of the Counterclaim above. 
21. Paragraph 21 of the Counterclaim contains only legal conclusions to which no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Plaintiff denies the same. 
22. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 22 of the Counterclaim. 
23. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 23 of the Counterclaim. 
24. Paragraph 24 of the Counterclaim contains only legal conclusions to which no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Plaintiff denies the same. 
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25. Paragraph 25 of the Counterclaim contains only legal conclusions to which no 
response is required. To the extent a response is required, Plaintiff denies the same. 
26. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 26 of the Counterclaim. 
IV. 
SECOND COUNTERCLAIM 
(Breach Of Implied Covenant Of Good Faith And Fair Dealing) 
27. See Plaintiffs reply to paragraphs 1-16 of the Counterclaim above. 
28. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 28 of the Counterclaim. 
29. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 29 of the Counterclaim. 
30. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 30 of the Counterclaim. 
V. 
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim because their own negligence or other wrongful conduct caused the purported 
damages alleged in the Counterclaim. 
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the doctrine of estoppel. 
THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the doctrine of waiver. 
FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the doctrine of unclean hands. 
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FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the statute of limitations. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim because Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's actions were justified. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining an action 
based upon the doctrine of waiver. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants have failed to state a claim upon which relief can be 
granted. 
NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining an action 
because they failed to mitigate their damages. 
TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining an action 
because of setoff. 
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RULE 11 STATEMENT 
Plaintiff has considered and believes that he may have additional defenses, but does not 
have enough information at this time to assert additional defenses under Rule 11 of the Idaho 
Rules of Civil Procedure. Plaintiff does not intend to waive any such defense and specifically 
asserts his intention to amend his Answer if, pending research and after further discovery, facts 
come to light giving rise to such additional defenses. 
~ 
DATED THIS (.) day of March, 2012. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
ic olas mith, ISB No. 8400 
J_~t.m(ry-s for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this / ~y of March, 2012, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S REPLY TO DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS AND VIRGINIA WATKINS' COUNTERCLAIM by the method indicated below, 
and addressed to each of the following: 
Fredric V. Shoemaker 
William C. Tharp 
GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER PA 
950 W. Bannock, Ste 900 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins] 
Edwin Schiller 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[ Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
Dinius Law 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
Jace A. Richards 
The Richards Firm 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[ Attorney for Conservator] 
__ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
_x_ Telecopy 208-319-2601 
__ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
_x_ Telecopy 208-466-7910 
__ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
_x_ Telecopy 208-475-0101 
_x_ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
__ Telecopy 
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Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
Nicholas A. Smith, ISB No. 8400 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 





Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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MAR 1 6 2012 
CHRISTOPHEB D. RICH, Cle:rk 
By ELYSHIA HOLMES 
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COUNTERCLAIM 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins, by and through his counsel of record, Hawley Troxell 
Ennis & Hawley LLP, in response to Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' 
Counterclaim, admit, deny, and allege as follows: 
I. 
PARTIES AND JURISDICTION 
Plaintiff denies each allegation contained in the Counterclaim unless expressly and 
specifically admitted herein. 
1. Plaintiff admits the allegations in paragraph 1 of the Counterclaim. 
2. Plaintiff admits the allegations in paragraph 2 of the Counterclaim. 
3. Plaintiff admits that this Court has jurisdiction over this matter under Idaho Code 
§ 1-705 and that venue is proper in this county pursuant to Idaho Code § 5-404. The reference to 
"Idaho Code § 1-7054" appears to be a typo, but Plaintiff denies that the non-existent Idaho 
Code § 1-7054 creates jurisdiction over this action. 
II. 
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
4. In response to paragraph 4 of the Counterclaim, Plaintiff admits that Florence R. 
Watkins executed a Last Will and Testament on or about August 3, 1987. The Last Will and 
Testament speaks for itself. To the extent the allegations in paragraph 4 of the Counterclaim are 
inconsistent with the Last Will and Testament, Plaintiff denies the same. Plaintiff denies the 
remaining allegations in paragraph 4 of the Counterclaim. 
5. The Last Will and Testament speaks for itself. To the extent the allegations in 
paragraph 5 of the Counterclaim are inconsistent with the Last Will and Testament, Plaintiff 
denies the same. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in 
paragraph 5 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
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6. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegation in paragraph 
6 of the Counterclaim about Plaintiffs resignation as Trustee at "a time certain" in 1995 and 
therefor denies the same. Plaintiff admits the remaining allegations in paragraph 6 of the 
Counterclaim. 
7. Plaintiff admits the persons identified in paragraph 7 of the Counterclaim were the 
children of Plaintiff and Florence R. Watkins at the time the Last Will and Testament of Florence 
R. Watkins was created. No response is required to the remaining allegations in paragraph 7 of 
the Counterclaim because they are conclusions of law. To the extent a response is required, 
Plaintiff denies the same. 
8. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
8 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
9. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 9 of the Counterclaim. 
10. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
10 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
11. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
11 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
12. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
12 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
13. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
13 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
14. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 14 of the Counterclaim. 
15. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
15 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
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16. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
16 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
17. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
1 7 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
18. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
18 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
19. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
19 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
20. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
20 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
III. 
FIRST COUNTERCLAIM 
(Breach Of Settlement And Release Agreement/Specific Performance) 
21. See Plaintiffs responses to paragraphs 1 through 20 of the Counterclaim above. 
22. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
22 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
23. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
23 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
24. Plaintiff lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 
24 of the Counterclaim and therefore denies the same. 
25. Plaintiff admits that he stopped making monthly payments to Brian Watkins in 
March 2009. Plaintiff denies the remaining allegations in paragraph 25 of the Counterclaim. 
26. No response is required to the allegation in paragraph 26 because it is a legal 
conclusion. To the extent a response is required, Plaintiff denies the same. 
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(Breach Of Implied Covenant Of Good Faith And Fair Dealing) 
27. See Plaintiffs responses to paragraphs 1 through 26 of the Counterclaim above. 
28. No response is required to the allegation in paragraph 26 because it is a legal 
conclusion. To the extent a response is required, Plaintiff denies the same. 
29. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 29 of the Counterclaim. 
30. Plaintiff denies the allegations in paragraph 30 of the Counterclaim. 
v. 
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim because their own negligence or other wrongful conduct caused the purported 
damages alleged in the Counterclaim. 
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the doctrine of estoppel. 
THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the doctrine of waiver. 
FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the doctrine of unclean hands. 
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FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim based upon the statute of limitations. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining the 
Counterclaim because Plaintiff/Counterdefendant's actions were justified. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining an action 
based upon the doctrine of waiver. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants have failed to state a claim upon which relief can be 
granted. 
NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining an action 
because they failed to mitigate their damages. 
TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendants/Counterclaimants are barred, in whole or in part, from maintaining an action 
because of setoff. 
VI. 
RULE 11 STATEMENT 
Plaintiff has considered and believes that he may have additional defenses, but does not 
have enough information at this time to assert additional defenses under Rule 11 of the Idaho 
Rules of Civil Procedure. Plaintiff does not intend to waive any such defense and specifically 
PLAINTIFF'S REPLY TO DEFENDANTS BRIAND. WATKINS AND 




asserts his intention to amend his Answer if, pending research and after further discovery, facts 
come to light giving rise to such additional defenses. 
DATED THIS f /p ~y of March, 2012. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
. Smith, ISB No. 8400 
for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this [lo day of March, 2012, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S REPLY TO DEFENDANTS BRIAND. WATKINS AND 
ROBYNLEE WATKINS' COUNTERCLAIM by the method indicated below, and addressed to 
each of the following: 
Fredric V. Shoemaker 
William C. Tharp 
GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER PA 
950 W. Bannock, Ste 900 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins] 
Edwin Schiller 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[ Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
Dinius Law 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
Jace A. Richards 
The Richards Firm 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[ Attorney for Conservator] 
__ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
'-f' Telecopy 208-319-2601 
__ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
_&_ Telecopy 208-466-7910 
__ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
~ Telecopy 208-475-0101 
-2!:__ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
__ Telecopy 
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Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
e 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
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DOUGLAS WATKINS AND 
VIRGINIA WATKINS' MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 





COME NOW, Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins ("Defendants"), by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius & 
Associates, PLLC, pursuant to Rule 56( c) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby 
Respectfully move this court for an order granting Defendants summary judgment against 
Plaintiff. 
Defendants are entitled to judgment as a matter of law as to Plaintiffs claims against 
Defendants for rescission, fraud/deceit, constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, civil 
RICO, and breach of contract. 
This Motion is supported by the pleadings herein and Defendants' Memorandum in 
Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary 
Judgment, Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment, 
Affidavit of Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment and 
Affidavit of Virginia Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment filed 
concurrently herewith. 
There are no genuine issues of material fact precluding summary judgment with respect 
to Plaintiffs Fourth Cause of Action, Fifth Cause of Action, Sixth Cause of Action, Seventh 
Cause of Action, Eighth Cause of Action, and Ninth Cause of Action against Defendants. 
Moreover, there are no issues of material fact with respect to the Defendants' counterclaim for 
breach of contract, thus summary judgment is appropriate as set forth. 
ORAL ARGUMENT IS REQUESTED. 




DATED this 1day of September, 2013. 
DINIUS LAW 
~~vinE~y:'~ 
Michael J. Hanby II 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the J,.. 3'1 day of September, 2013, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark D US Mail 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP D Overnight Mail 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
~ Hand Delivery 
P.O. Box 1617 D Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller D US Mail 
1202 1st St. S. D Overnight Mail 
P.O. Box 21 
~ Hand Delivery 
Nampa, ID 83653 D Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
William C. Tharp 
~ US Mail 
106 East Fourth Street D Overnight Mail 
Second Floor D Hand Delivery 
The Dalles, OR 97058 D Facsimile - No. 319-2601 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
~ Email - billctharp@gmail.com 
Jace A. Richards D US Mail 
Attorney at Law D Overnight Mail 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 ~ Hand Delivery 
Meridian, ID 83642 D Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
~~~ 
INIUSLAW7 
cm/T:\Clients\W\Watkins, A Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Motion for Summary 
Judgrnent.docx 
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Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
ISB Nos. 5974, 7997 
kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
mhanby@diniuslaw.com 
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CHRJSTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By JERI HEATON 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
:ss 
County of Canyon ) 
MICHAEL J. HANBY II, having first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
1. I am one of the attorneys of record for Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
("Doug") and Virginia Watkins in the above-entitled matter and have personal knowledge of all 
facts contained herein. 
2. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of the Responsive Affidavit of Arthur Donald Watkins, dated April 21, 1998 
and filed April 24, 1998, in the matter of Leila Pauline Watkins v. Arthur Donald Watkins, Case 
No. 984700504, in the Second Judicial District Court of Davis County, Farmington Department, 
State of Utah. 
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit "B" and incorporated herein by this reference are a 
true and correct copies of Denise McClure's Expert Witness Report dated March 26, 2013, 
Denise McClure's Addendum to Expert Witness Report dated September 10, 2013, and Dennis 
Reinstein' s Expert Witness Report dated March 26, 2013. 
4. Attached hereto as Exhibit "C" and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of the General Power of Attorney, executed by Arthur Donald Watkins on 
October 24, 2000, appointing Brian D. Watkins as his attorney-in-fact. 
~{{~~ Michael J. Hanby 
'"" ........ ..., ... ,.,_,. ND SWORN TO before me this ..2!"~ay of September, 2013. 
'> 
Commission Expires: ? ~ 7 /~ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the .2,l~day of September, 2013, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn C. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
~ Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
~ Hand Delivery 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
D Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
William C. Tharp ~ US Mail 
Greener Burke & Shoemaker, PA D Overnight Mail 
950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900 D Hand Delivery 
Boise, ID 83702 D Facsimile - No. 319-2601 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins ~ Email_ billctharp@gmail.com 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
D us Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
~ Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
forD~i'Ac== 
cmff:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Aftidavit of Counsel in Support of 
SJ.docx 
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IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF DA VIS COUNTY 
FARMINGTON DEPARTMENT, STATE OF UTAH 
LEILA PAULINE WATKINS, ) 




ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, ) 
) Civil No. 984700504 
Respondent. ) Judge: Memmott 
COMES NOW the Respondent and responds to the affidavit of the Petitioner and 
asserts on his own behalf as follows: 
1. The Respondent was married to the Petitioner on July 7, 1992. At that time, 
the Petitioner has been divorced for approximately seven (7) weeks. The Respondent believes that 
the Petitioner was to receive $800.00 per month alimony from that marriage and a portion of her 
fonner husband's retirement benefits to be paid in the future. The only other assets that the 
Petitioner had were approximately $30,000.00 she had made as a down payment on a house and 
approximately $10,000.00 in a banking account. 
2. During the course of the marriage, the Petitioner has not worked nor 
contributed any money of any kind to the assets of the Respondent. The Petitioner has not 








expenses or contributing to any assets belonging to the Respondent and/or the Petitioner acquired 
during the marriage. 
3. The Petitioner is approximately 5 8 years of age and your Respondent is 73 
years of age. 
4. Your Respondent is not employed and has not been employed during the 
time that he has been married to the Petitioner. 
5. The patties' marriage has been a marriage in name only since approximately 
October, 1994. Since that time, the Petitioner has refused to be intimate with the Respondent and 
the Respondent has been relegated to living in a room in the parties' home by himself. The 
Respondent was reluctant to obtain a divorce from the Petitioner because the parties have been 
married in the L.D.S. Temple. However, it appears to your Respondent now that the Petitioner's 
only interest in the Respondent was economic and that the Petitioner has been doing everything she 
can to acquire the Respondent's pre-marital assets in order to prepare for the day that she would 
filed for a divorce and attempt to profit from this marital arrangement. 
6. The assets which the Respondent has were all acquired prior to the marriage 
to the Petitioner. During the time of the Respondent's marriage to the Petitioner, he has acquired 
no new assets even though some of the assets he had before the marriage have been transferred and 
converted to different pieces of real and personal property. 
7. The Respondent owns a ranch in Idaho. That ranch consists of 
approximately 4,660 acres and include cattle and equipment and other assets associated with 
ranching. That ranch has never made any money and has always had a negative operating cost. At 
KEY BANK BUILDING, sum 200 the present time, the ranch is operating at a negative income of approximately $20,000.00 per 
1491 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD 
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month. The Respondent has been selling other real property and assets in order to be able to cover 
the financial loss on the ranch. 
8. Your affiant and his former deceased wife owned a nursing home in Seattle, 
Washington. The operating company for the nursing home was sold in 1978 and the physical assets 
were sold in 1983. One-half of the money coming from those sales goes to the Respondent and the 
other one-half belongs to a family trust for the benefit of six (6) children of the Respondent and his 
former wife. The income from the sale of the nursing home, at the present time, is approximately 
$18,000.00 per month. One-half of that is owed to the trust and the other one-half goes to the 
Respondent. In addition to this $9,000.00, the Respondent receives approximately $400.00 per 
month from a home, which was sold on contract. That home was located at 1127 E. Cherry Lane 
in Utah. That home was held in both the Respondent and Petitioner's names. 
9. For some time, the Respondent had been ta1cing the $9,000.00 owed to the 
children's trust :from the payments received :from the nursing home as a referred to in paragraph 8 
above. The Respondent's former wife's estate was concluded in approximately December, 1997. 
At that time, the Respondent was informed that he could no longer use the $9,000.00 which was 
owed to the children's trust. Your Respondent estimates that he is indebted to the family trust in 
the approximate sum of $1,500,000.00. This sum is secured by a mortgage against the ranch and 
properties. No sums have been paid from the ranch towards that indebtedness and this 
indebtedness is in addition to the operational loss which the Respondent has been experiencing on 
the ranch. The Respondent is not permitted to any longer take $9,000.00 owing to the family trust. 
10. The sole source of income that the Respondent has is the $9,400.00 referred 
to in the preceding paragraph and $737.00 per month from social security for a total ofSl0, 131.00. 
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month. $3,000.00 per month is being paid to Brian, a son who was injured while working on the 
Respondent's ranch. $1,000.00 is being paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by working 
on the ranch. $1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was injured when he was working for a 
business the Respondent used to own in Boise, Idaho. These three (3) sons are unable to hold full 
time jobs because of the injuries they received while working for the Respondent. The Respondent 
has been paying these sums to his sons since approximately 1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's 
marriage to the Petitioner. Without these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain 
themselves and their families. This is not being done as a charity, but because of an obligation 
owed by the Respondent. The remainder of the $10,131.00, after paying the $5,300.00 listed 
herein, amounts to approximately $4,831.00. This money has been used to pay for the 
Respondent's living expenses and that of the Petitioner. 
11. The Respondent does not have any money in a savings account, cd's, stock 
or any other liquid assets. The Respondent is currently overdrafted on his personal checking 
account. The only other source of income that the Respondent could have is if he sold some of the 
real property which the Petitioner claims an interest in. 
12. Prior to March, 1998, the Respondent had been giving the Petitioner 
$2,000.00 per month to operate the household. The Respondent received $1,000.00 of this money 
from leasing the arena to Jim Montgomery. The Petitioner did not want the arena leased and 
complained so much to Mr. Montgomery that he tenninated his lease at the end of February, 1998. 
The Respondent received $731.00 from his social security and $400 .00 from the payment made on 
contract for the property located at 1127 E. Cherry Lane, Layton, Utah. The Petitioner's actions in 
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13. The Petitioner has been taldng money from the Respondent, which she was 
not authorized to take. Those sums are as follows: 
a. GM Gold Card - the Respondent had a credit card identified as a 
GM Gold Card. The Respondent did not authorize the Petitionel''s name to be on that card. The 
Respondent learned recently, however, that the Petitioner's name is on the card and that the 
Petitioner withdrew $9,938.06 in approximately February, 1998. The Petitioner was not authorized 
to remove those sums nor to use those sumB. The Respondent has received a bill from the credit 
card company for that amount of money requiring him to pay $396.00 per month minimum paymenl 
on said indebtedness. 
b. MasterCard Account with First USA Bank - The Respondent has 
had a MasterCard account with First USA Bank for approximately three (3) years. The Petitioner's 
name is not on the credit card. On March 17, 1998, the Petitioner transferred monies from that 
account to GMAC in the sum of $10,637.00. The transfer payment was cashed by GMAC on 
March 24, 1998. This money was apparently used by the Petitioner to lease a car for her daughter, 
a 1996 Blazer. This transfer was made without the knowledge or the approval of the Respondent. 
This issue is being investigated by the bank's fraud department at this time. 
c. MBNA -The Respondent has had a credit card account with MBNA. 
This card allows cash advances. On approximately the 17th day of March, 1998, the Petitioner 
attempted to obtain $11,000.00 from that account. The check identified as check 7 51 was returned 
"insufficient funds" and the Respondent was charged a $15.00 fee. The Respondent did not 
authorize the Petitioner to draw $11,000.00 out of that account. Between November, 1997 and 
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the right to charge approximately $2,000.00 on the card, which had been agreed to by the 
Respondent. The remaining $13,867.61 was not with the Respondent's knowledge or permission. 
d. MBNA Credit Card -The Respondent has a credit card solely in his 
name with MBNA. The Respondent normally kept the card in his wallet. The Petitioner has 
admitted that she took the card out of the Respondent's wallet. On March 17, 1998, the Petitioner, 
using the Respondent's pin number, withdrew from an ATM machine $500.00 on that credit card. 
The Petitioner was not authorized to make such a withdrawal. 
e. MBNA Platinum Plus Account -The Respondent has had a MBNA 
Platinum Plus account which is separate from the other accounts referred to above. The 
Petitioner's name is not on the account. On March 17, 1998, the Petitioner attempted to obtain a 
cash advance in the sum of $740.00 by issuing a check numbered 181 to Dillard's in Ogden, Utah. 
MBNA did not honor the check. On March 2, 1998, the Petitioner charged to the credit card a debt 
for Chadwicks of Boston in the sum of$952.49. On March 18, 1997, she charged for Chad wicks 
of Boston an additional $39.00. 
f. R.C. Willeys - The Respondent has an account with R.C. Willeys and 
the Petitioner's name is not on that account. In December, 1997 and January, 1998 the Petitioner 
charged approximately $4,800.00 on that account without the Respondent's knowledge or 
permission. 
14. Your Respondent owns real property and an arena in Farmington, Utah. The 
Respondent maintains approximately 20 horses at that facility. Within the last three (3) weeks, the 
Petitioner has taken approximately nine (9) horses and approximately two (2) tons of hay. The 
Petitioner has represented that she is selling the horses and the hay. This was done without the 





for much less than they are worth. She disposed of an Arabian mare and colt worth approximately 
$1,000.00 for $350.00 and traded another horse valued at $1,500.00 for services worth 
approximately $200.00 to $300.00. These two (2) animals were disposed of approximately one (I) 
year ago. The Respondent is fearful that the Petitioner is again disposing of valuable assets for little 
or no value. 
1 S. The Respondent has reviewed the Financial Statement filed by the Petitioner 
with her affidavit. The Respondent believes those expenses are highly inflated. Attached hereto 
is a reproduction of the Petitioner's expenses. The Respondent has marked what he believes the 
correct sums should be in the far right hand column. Based upon those figures, the Respondent 
believes the Petitioner is in need of approximately $977.00 per month. It should be noted that the 
house the Petitioner is living in is paid for, the Respondent pays for the health insurance of the 
Petitioner, which costs him $363.00 per month and the Respondent pays for the insurance on the 
Tahoe. The Respondent also pays the insurance on the home, which costs him approximately 
$500.00 per year. 
16. The Petitioner has started a business selling Mary Kay Cosmetics. She has 
been engaged in that occupation for approximately four (4) months. She should be obtaining an 
income from that activity. During the last four (4) months, she has spent most of the working day 
away from the home allegedly engaged in that business. 
17. Your Respondent has been evicted from the home and has not been permitted 
to return to the home to get his personal effects or any other items. The Respondent needs access 
& AssocIATES to the home to obtain his personal effects and other items which are listed on an Exhibit attached 
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18. The Petitioner has no need for the property she refers to as the Star Valley 
Ranch property. This is a recreational property in Star Valley that was paid solely from the 
Respondent's pre-marital income. It is the Respondent' intention to live in that property since he 
has been evicted from the home. There is certainly no reason why the Petitioner would need this 
property on a temporary basis. 
19. The Petitioner refers, in her affidavit, to a large motor home. In fact, there 
is a 1976 16 ft. Chassis Mount camper that does not run. It is parked at the ranch in Idaho and is 
not usable at this time. The parties do own a 1993 Sunnybrook 26 ft. trailer. The Respondent 
desires to have that trailer so that he can park it at the arena located in Davis County and have a 
place to live in when he is there maintaining and servicing the horses and other animals located at 
that arena. The Petitioner has no need for it on a temporary basis. 
20. The Petitioner does have a 1998 Tahoe vehicle which is fully paid for. She 
should be permitted to use that on a temporary basis. The Petitioner also has a 1990 Cadillac. The 
Petitioner may have the temporary use of this vehicle, however, the Cadillac is not currently insured 
and neither the Petitioner nor members of her family should use this vehicle unless and until they 
obtain insurance on the vehicle. The Respondent has 1991 one ton Dodge truck located at the 
ranch in Idaho which is used in connection with its operations. The Respondent did have 1995 
Chevrolet truck, but that has been traded in on the 1998 Chevrolet pickup truck. The Respondent 
is indebted on that vehicle in the sum of$15,000.00. The Respondent does desire the use of that 
vehicle and will assume and pay the indebtedness owned thereon. 
21. The Respondent has monthly financial needs in order to support himself. 
KEY BANK BUILDING, surr11: 200 Attached hereto is Exhibit C as a financial statement showing his monthly expenses and needs. 
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22. Given the current economic condition of the Respondent, he is not able to 
pay any more than approximately $1,000.00 per month to the Petitioner and the Petitioner has no 
greater need since she has a home and a vehicle which are fully paid. In addition, she is capable 
of contributing to her own support and should be required to do so. 
23. The Petitioner should be required to account for all the monies and assets 
which she has converted to her own use within the last three (3) years anticipation of divorce. 
24. The Petitioner should be restrained from disposing of, encwnbering or in any 
way damaging any property and from charging or from obtaining monies on any credit cards, lines 
of credit, bank accounts or from any other sources during the pendency of this action accept as 
specifically authorized by this court. 
25. Each party should assume and pay their own attorney's fees and court costs. 
The Petitioner's attorney has already been paid $6,000.00 and the Respondent believes that is more 
than adequate and the Petitioner should not be awarded any additional attorney's fees at this time. 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
document, postage prepaid. to the following individual: 
B.L. Dart 
DART, ADAMSON & DONOVAN 
310 South Main, Suite 1330 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 




STATEMENT OF MONTHLY LIVING EXPENSES 
LEILA WATKINS 
Property taxes 





Water, Sewer, Oarbage--$84.32 every 2 months 
Telephone: Local, long distance and cellular 




Automobile insurance: Tahoe--$550 for 6 months, 
Cadillac, est. 
Gasoline, repairs, maintenance, taxes/registration 
Other transportation-taxis, etc. $200/year 
Medical, including Rx 
Dental 
Massage 
(Note: Receives free from daughter 














































Long-term care insurance 82.00 -0-
Entertainment 350.00 100.00 
Vacation/travel--$5,000 per year 417.00 -0-
Personal grooming 200.00 100.00 
Gifts and Christmas--$1,000 per year 83.00 -0-
Newspaper/magazines 30.00 30.00 
Pet expense-2 dogs, grooming and veterinary 60.00 -0-
Incidentals and miscellaneous 125.00 .& 





Computer Desk and 2 chairs 
Bulletin Board 
Calculator 
2 file cabinets 
Tapes & cabinets 
Family pictures 
T.V. 19in. Sam.sung and controls 
Upright cabinet 
Typewriter and stand 
Weather board 
Deer antlers 
Navy discharge papers (framed) 
Spotting scope 
Window Envelopes for computer checks 
Music tapes and accessories 
VCR tapes and camcorder 




Box of family home videos 
Radio Shack cassette player 
Telephones 
Telephone switches 
Table in upstair hall 
Binoculars 
2 bedside cabinets 
ExhibitB 
Magnovox T.V. and oak cabinet in master bedroom 
China cupboard 
Clock and picture of Edward Frost 
Grandma Frost's cabinet 







All western novels 
Pictures in exercise room 









2 Rodin pictures 
Clock in family room 
Stainless steel thennos 
Black outside furniture 
Exercise bicycle 
Sony VCR - SVHS model 
Cherrywood radio/phones 
Guns and reloading equipment 
Ammunition 
Arizona couch 
Garage - boxes of books 
Folding tables in garage 
Orange folding chairs 
Black 30 gal. Water barrels 
Seats - Vacumn packer 
Cooler 










Electric metal cutter 
Vice 
Concrete staples 
Don's kitchen stuff in garage 
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Medical and Dental 
Cosmetics 
Recreation 
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Expert Witness Report 
In the Matter of 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
vs. 
Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case No. CV-OC-0921373 
• 
In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
The State of Idaho, In and For the County of Ada 
Prepared for: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
Prepared by: 
Denise McClure, CPA, CFE 
Averti Fraud Solutions, LLC 
1533 N. Milwaukee, #181 
Boise, ID 83714 




The plaintiff, Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don") alleges wrongdoing by the defendants In the handling of his 
financial affairs during the time his son, co-defendant Brian 0. Watkins ("Brian"), was Dori's power of 
attorney (generally from October 2000 until late March 2009) and a co-trustee of two (2) trusts created 
for Don's benefit (generally, for purposes of this report, from 2000 until August 2009). I was retained to 
analyze financial and other records to al!sist in determining whether Brian properly managed Don's 
financial ~irs for the approximately 8.5-year period at Issue. 
As additional information or testimony becomes available, I may find it appropriate to revise or 
supplement my opinions, analyses and conclusions stated herein. I may also be called upon to provide 
testimony with regard to additional data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other 
parties and/or their witnesses. 




To minimize confusion regarding the names of the plaintiff and co-defendants, I will refer to the parties 
by these names: 
Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
Co-Defendant Brian D. Watkins 
"Don" 
"Brian" 
Co-Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins . "Doug" 
Co-Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins 0 Gene" 
Don and Florence Watkins (d. 1988) had six (6) children together: sons/co-defendants Brian, Doug and 
Gene and daughters Sharon Wadsworth, Pat Saliby and Janet Thomson, who are not parties to this 
litigation. Sharon's husband, George Wadsworth ("George"), is a CPA whose firm provided tax and 
accounting services for Don, Brian and related entities at least since 2000. George was (and remains) a 
co-trustee for the two (2) trusts discussed below following Don's resignation in 1993. 
When Don gr!lnted Brian power of attorney in 2000, Don's business interests !Ind property included a 
ranch, livestock, equipment, several homes, an ap!lrtment complex in Seattle ("Crestview Apartments") 
(owned by the Exemption Trust, discussed below), contracts receivable from the sale of a Se!lttle nursing 
home ("Nursilig_Home"), and real property in Idaho, Wyoming, Oregon, and Utah. In 2000, Don 
acquiredAccess Mini-Storage of Nampa ("Access';) and Barritz Court Apartments (''Barritz"), both 
located in Nampa, Idaho, which were the only income-producing properties Don owned personally. · 
Don is the primary beneficiary of two (2) testamentary trusts established as a result of Florence's death 
in 1988: Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust ("FRWHT'' or "Husband's Trust") and Florence R. Watkins 
Marital Exemption Trust ("FRWMET'' or "Exemption Trust") (collectively, the "Trusts"). Don was the 
initial trustee for the Trusts and served as such until his resignation in April of 1993, at which point, per 
the t~rms of the Trusts, Brian, Gene, and George succeeded Don and served as co-trustees for the 
Trusts. 
Don's children and other family members own or hold interests in several entities ("Kids' Entities") that 
received payments from Don and his businesses. In most cases, Don had no ownership interest in the 
Kids' Entities at the time of these transactions, but money often flowed from Don and his businesses to 
the Kids' Entities, and vice versa. Examples of Kids' Entities include Boise Aviation Fuel Co. ("BAFCO"); 
RCC Investments, LLC; RCC Co-Tenants; WWW trust(s); RVT Development Corp.; and WACO, Inc. In 
many cases, Brian, Doug, Gene, and their siblings used the Kids' Entities to receive property and other 
assets when Don's assets were sold or gifted out of his estate. 
In 1984, Don and Florence sold the Nursing Home real estate to their six (6) children (78% collectively) 
and to third parties (22% collectively). The buyers referred to themselves as "RCC Co-Tenants''. As part 
of the sale, Don .and Florence carried long-term contra~s from RCC Co-Tenants which totaled $3.66 
million at the time of the sale. When Florence died in 1988, her half of the contracts became payable to 
the Husband's Trust and the other half remained payable to Don. The contracts made by Don's children 
became known as the "Children's Notes". 
To facllltate the 2004 sale, Brian arranged for Don, who had no ownership interest in the Nursing Home 
at that point, to obtain a $1.232 mllllon personal loan from Zions Bank ("Zions Loan"). Zions Bank made 
the loan to Don, secured by his only Income-producing assets at that time (Access and Barrltz), and the 




Don expected the Zions Loan to be paid off after the Nursing Home sale closed. Instead, however, Brian, 
Doug, Gene, and their siblings used the sales proceeds to purchase other commercial real estate. 
Monthly payments on the Zions Loan ranged from $10,367 and $11,094 from the inception of the loan 
in 2003 until January 2010, when Don paid off the Zions Loan. 
In late 2008 or early 2009, Don received 11.otice of an IRS lien against Access for failure to make payroll 
tax payments, This event caused Don to re-evaluate the management of his financial affairs, specifically 
the actions Brian took as Don's power of attorney and as co-trustee ofthe Trusts. This led Don to revoke 
Brian's power of attorney in March of 2009 and, less than eight (8) months later, file the present lawsuit 
against Brian, Doug, Gene, and each of their spouses. In September of 2010, when Don was 
approximately 84 years old and experiencing some physical limitations, Steven G. Neighbors of Strategic 
& Operational Solutions, Inc. ("Conservator''), was appointed Don's conservator to manage his financial 
affairs (CV IC 2010 08233). 
GENERAL INFORMATION RELEVANT TO OPINIONS 
In general, my analyses cover the 8.5-year period during which Brian held general financial power of 
attornElyfor Don (October 2000to March 2009) and also served as co-trusteti of the Trusts (from 2000 
to August 2009). The timeframes for some analyses were adjusted dependfng on the underlying Issues 
and the information and data available. 
In preparing this report, I relied on several statements in Defendant Brian D. Watkins' Responses to 
Plaintiffs First Set of Requests for Admission, Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents 
("Brian's Discovery Responses" or "RFAs"). In Brian's responses to requests for admission (each an "RFA"), 
Brian: 
1. Admitted that he and his wife, co-defendant Robynlee Watkins ("Robynlee") "performed the 
primary bookkeeping functions for [Don's] business transactions" and that Brian was a co-
trustee and the primary bookkeeper for the Exemption Trust and the Husband's Trust;1 
2. Admitted he had check-signing authority over "all of [Don's] business financial accounts", 
accounts titled to the Exemption Trust, and accounts titled to the Husband's Trust;2 
3. Stated he used QuickBooks accounting software and Excel spreadsheets to maintain his personal 
and business accounts, Don's personal and business accounts, and Exemption Trust and 
Husband's Trust accounts;3 and · 
4. Stated that nany and all loans made between the family business entities were pre-approved 
and appropriately authorized by the parties Involved, and all of the loan funds and payments 
were properly accounted for."4 
My opinions are also based on my review and analysis of the followlng records: 
1. QulckBooks accounting records for Brian, Don, and Don's businesses, which were produced by 
Brian 
1 RFA Nos. 4-8 
2 RFA Nos. 9-11 
3 RFA Nos. 41-42. I was provided copies .of QulckBooks files but no Excel spreadsheets created by Brian. 
4 RFANo. 28 
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2. Bank statements and tax returns for Don, Don's businesses, Brian, Brian's business {BOW 
Services, Inc. ("BDWSI")), several trusts, Kids' Entities, and various other entities. These records 
were produced by Brian and the Conservator. See Schedule A for a·list of bank records 
reviewed. 
3. Various agreements and documents involving the sale of the Nursing Home and other 
transactions 
4. Affidavit of Carolyn Pavloff dated August 28, 2012 
5. Various other documents pertinent to Don's personal and business affairs consisting of those 
documents generally described on Schedule B. att~ched. 
OPINIONS 
My opinions are summarized below and described in more detail in the following sections of this report, 
which also includes a description of the methodologies used In performing the analyses. 
1. Brian and Robynlee's accounting and bookkeeping processes used to manage Don's businesses 
and property were inconsistent with standard accounting and bookkeeping practices. The 
records are inaccurate, incomplete and misleading. As a result of these substandard practices, I 
was unable to obtain a clear understanding of all of the financial transactions involving Don's 
assets, or whether.i::>on received or benefitted from all fund~ to which he was entitled. It is not 
possible to reconstruct all of Don's accounting records due to missing information, incomplete 
and misleading accounting records, extensive commingling offunds, and significant destruction 
of critical information. 
2. Don's assets were depleted by approximately $4.3 million during Brian's tenure as power of 
attorney and co-trustee. As of December 1999, roughly ten (10) months before Don granted 
Brian power c;,f attomey, Don's assets were at least $5.5 mi.Ilion. By De~mber 2009, nine (9) 
months after Brian's power of attorney was revoked, Don's gross assets were approximately 
$1.2 million. · 
3. Access was used primarily as a vehicle to distribute funds to the defendants, other family 
members, and related entities. Don received minimal financial support from Access and Barritz, 
despite being the sole owner of both assets. Total deposits to the Access bank account were 
$4.35 million but only 25% of this was Access business income. Similarly, payments for 
expenses pertaining to Access' operations accounted for only about 19% of $4.36 million paid 
out of Access during Brian's tenure. 
4. Don did not receive approximately $355,000 due him from the 2004 Nursing Home sale. That 
sale produced a promissory note payable to RCC Co-Tenants. who appointed Brian as the 
collection agent to collect note payments and distribute the payments among RCC Co-Tenants, 
one of whom was Carolyn Pavloff ("Mrs. Pavloff"). Per various agreements among RCC Co-
Tenants, Mrs. Pavloff was to remit to Don and the Husband's Trust {In equal shares) all note 
payments she received on the 2004 promissory note, less any tax liability accruing to her as a 
result of the note payment and the costs of determining such tax lla_blllty_,(up to a maximum of 
20% of each note paym~nt received). Brian did not pay Mrs. Pavloff as stipulated In various 





5. Don may not have received the interest to which he was entitled from the Husband's Trust and 
Exemption Trust. Over the ten year period from 2000 to 2009, Don reported almost $500,000 of 
interest income on his tax returns fr9m the Trusts, compared to just under $200,000 of transfers 
to Don, Access and Barritz from the Trusts. 
6. Don did not receive a $124,725 distribution due him from the sale of real property generally 
referred to as the Locust Grove property ("Locust Grove"). He may have received a portion of 
the distribution, but due to the convoluted flow of funds and poorly maintained accounting 
records, it is not clear whether he received the funds or whether funds he received were used 
for his benefit. 
7. Less than three (3) weeks after Don revoked Brian's power of attorney, but while Brian 
remained a co-trustee ofthe Exemption Trust, Brian transferred $231,793 from the Exemption 
Trust to his personal account. Brian claimed this money was due him from Don and the 
Exemption Trust for loan repayment and expense reimbursement,5 but I found no evidence 
supporting such claims. 
8. Brian was experiencing financial difficulties during his tenure as power of attorney and co-
trustee, which were evidenced by credit card cash advances, overdrafts, large monthly 
payments to several credit cards, vacations, and spending which exceeded his household 
income. 
DETAILED FINDINGS AND OPINIONS 
1. ACCOUNTING RECORDS ARE INACCURATE. INCOMPLETE AND MISLEADING 
The accounting and bookkeeping processes used to manage Don's businesses and property are 
inconsistent with standard practices. Consequently, I was unable to obtain a clear understanding of all 
of the financial transactions involving all of Don's assets, or whether Don received or benefitted from all 
funds to which he was entitled. 
Standards for.Accounting Processes. The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) is 
the authoritative source of accounting standards known as "generally accepted accounting principles" or 
"GAAP". However, although GAAP is not necessarily applicable to Don's property and investments given 
their nature as closely-held businesses, there are standard practices recommended by accountants, 
CPAs and various professional organizations such as AICPA and the American Institute of Professional 
Bookkeepers. Information on accounting practices is available on numerous websites and through 
educational programs sponsored by, e.g., the U.S. Small Business Administration, accounting firms, and 
colleges and universities. 
In this case, a ready source of information for Brian and Robynlee was George, a long-time family 
member, CPA, and co-trustee of the Trusts and whose accounting firm prepared the tax returns and 
performed compilations of financial statements for Don, Brian, the Kids' Entitles, and several other 
related entitles. 




Despite the abundance of resources readily available to Brian and Robynlee, the accounting and 
bookkeeping processes that they employedto manage Don's businesses and financial affairs were 
inconsistent with standard practices in several ways, including: 
• Extensive commingling of funds; 
• Systematic deletion of transaction detail which limits an independent analysis and 
evaluation of the transactions recorded, also rendering a complete reconstruction of the 
accounting records virtually impossible; 
• Inaccurate, incomplete, and misleading accounting records; and 
• Failure to maintain critical documentation regarding significant events (e.g., related-party 
transactions and asset sales and transfers) 
a. Extensive Commingling of Funds 
Brian denied that he commingled Don's personal and business funds, Exemption Trust funds and 
Husband's Trust funds with his own;6 however, my analyses clearly show otherwise. Several examples 
are provided below and throughout this report illustrating how Brian and Robynlee routinely 
commingled funds between and among Don's personal and business accounts, Brian's personal 
accounts, and accounts belonging to the Trusts as well as the Kids' Entities. 
Example 1. During Brian's tenure as power of attorney and co~trustee, Brian's personal 
accourits show inflows of $6.86 million from related parties and outflows of $5.9 million to 
related parties. Brian's cash inflows from related parties were approximately six times greater 
than the adjusted gross income on his tax returns for the same period. Similarly, Access 
accounts show inflows in excess of $2 million from related parties and outflows of nearly $2.5 
million to related parties. The related-party inflows were twice Access' business-related income 
and outflows were three times its business expenses. 
Example 2. The 2006sale of Locust Grove yielded proceeds of approximately $3.1 million. The 
proceeds were properly deposited into an account titled to ADW, LLC (the seller), but instead of 
simply distributing the proceeds to the members of ADW, LLC, the proceeds were transferred to 
and from at least thirteen (13) bank accounts including Don's business and personal accounts 
and Brian's personal accounts. Despite the existence of ADW, LLC, bank accounts that should 
have been used to hold and distribute the proceeds, Brian made over 100 transfers totaling over 
$12 million -four (4) times the sales proceeds - and made most of the distribution payments 
from his personal bank accounts. Additionally, Brian transferred $1 million of the Locust Grove 
proceeds to his personal savings account and, as a result of taking nearly three (3) years to 
distribute the proceeds to the members, Brian personally collected approximately $30,000 in 
interest on the funds. The interest was reported on Brian's personal tax returns, and I found no 
evidence to suggest that such interest was shared equally with the other ADW, LLC, members. 
b. Systematic Deletion of Transaction Detail 
Contrary to Brian's denial that he routinely deleted data from Don's and his own accounting records/ 
transaction-level detail In the accounting records was, In fact, routinely deleted using software known as 
a cleanup utility. A cleanup utility deletes specific transaction detail (e.g., vendor, amount, Invoice 
number, deposit source, check number, transaction date, etc.) and summarizes all transactions for a 
6 RFAs Nos. 13-24 
7 RFANo.43 
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one-month period into one (1) condensed journal entry for that particular account showing only the net 
amount of activity in that account for that particular month. In other words, thousands or even millions 
of dollars could flow through an account during a given month, but if the net effect was only $100.00, 
then only $100.00 would be visible on the books for that month. 
Given the volume and nature of the affairs under Brian's management, there appears to be no valid 
reason for using a cleanup utility. When a clean up utility is called for, for example due to extremely 
large file size and limited computer storage capacity, there are indispensable steps that should be taken 
prior to running the utility, the most important of which is to create a full backup prior to running the 
utility. In.tu it, the maker of QuickBooks, strongly recommends creating a backup before the cleanup 
utility. ~oreover, IRS regulations require that detailed accounting records and supporting documents 
be maintained for at least three (3) years from the later of the due date or filing date of a given tax 
return, including extensions. · 
Based on what Brian has produced to date, no such backups were made or kept; therefore, the practical · 
effect of the use of a cleanup utility in this case, without having taken the proper steps to preserve the 
transaction detail, is that a full and complete accounting of all activity is virtually impossible. 
c. Failure to Maintain Critical Documentation Regarding Significant Events 
Related-Party Trans~ctions. Any transaction involving Don, his businesses, Don's children, Don's 
grandchildren, Kids' Entith;!S, the Husband's Trust, the Exemption Trust, or any related entity is 
considered a related-party transaction. 
In family enterprises such as this, It is essential to accurately account for all related-party transactions to 
assure transparency, avoid the appearance of self-dealing or conflicts of interest, and assure that trust 
assets are manag~d and accounted for as directed by trust instruments. 
Neither bank nor accounting records provided an accurate record of related~p_arty transactions. 
Cancelled checks referred to loans and loan repayments between related parties, but these were not 
consistently recorded in the accounting records. Notes receivable In one entity should have coincided 
with notes payable in the corresponding entity, but the accounting records were incomplete in this 
regard. Copies of cancelled checks to related parties were missing, despite the availability of copies of 
other checks that were to unrelated parties. 
No Documentation for Asset Sales and Transfers. There was little information in bank or accounting 
records that was useful in identifying dispositions of Don's assets. The QuickBooks files should have 
provided detailed information on sales and transfers, but the absence of transaction-level detail from 
2000 through 2005 meant there was little useful information in the QuickBooks files. The absence of 
bank statements, tax returns and closing documents further complicated my attempts to trace 
dispositions of Don's assets during the period In question. 
d. Inaccurate, Incomplete and Misleading Accounting Records 
Brian denied that he changed or modified data In Don's QulckBooks flies after Don revoked Brian's 
power of attorney.8 Brian also stated that he delivered "a copy of Plaintiff's QulckBooks flies, together 
with all of Plaintiffs related documents and flies In Defendant's possession" to Don's accountant within 
8 RFA No. 46 
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"a day or two" of receiving the power of attorney revocation.9 However, the QuickBooks audit trail 
report clearly shows that Don's QuickBooks files were modified seven (7) days (i.e.; beyond "a day or 
two") after Brian received notice of the revocation, and the modifications were to Brian's benefit. 
Example 1. Rents totaling $10,317.70 paid to Access during a one-month period in January-
February 2008 were reclassified in Don's accounting records to look like a loan repayment 
from Brian. On April 2, 2009, ten (10) months after the rents were deposited and one (1) 
week after Brian received the power of attorney revocation, the transaction was changed in 
QuickBooks to reduce rental income by $10,000 and re-characterize that $10,000 as a loan 
repayment from Brian, which clearly benefited Brian. 
Example 2. A $9,500 online transfer from Access to Brian's company, BDWSI, cleared the 
bank on November 5, 2008, and was recorded in QuickBooks the following day. On March 
30, 2009, four (4) months later and four (4) days after Brian received the power of attorney 
revocation, this transaction was deleted from QuickBooks. Access paid BDWSI a $750-
$1,000 monthly management fee, typically by check. There is no evidence in QuickBooks or 
the bank data that Access owed BDWSI $9,500; this modification also clearly benefited 
Brian. 
In addition to thf;! above·examples, I identified transactions that are simply inaccurate and misleading. 
The documentation of transactions differed substantially between Don's ac~ounting records, Brian's 
accounting records, and bank statements. In the following ·examples, Briafi's personal spending is 
characterized in the accounting records as Don's personal spending. 
Example 1. On January 12, 2006, $8,500 was transferred from Access to a checking account 
titled to Brian and Robynlee Watkins. In the Access accounting records, this transaction is 
recorded as personal expenses for Don, but in Brian's accounting records, the deposit is 
recorded as ;'travel reimbursements". Most ofthe $8,500 was used to pay an American 
Express bill in the amount of $8,17();85, little of which appears to be travel reimbursement. 
Most of the charges are for food and gas at Costco and Paurs, purchases by or for Robyn lee 
(including $2,835 for a ring) and miscellaneous expenses. 
Example 2. On January 27, 2006, a $31,000 counter check bearing the signature "Brian 
Watkins" was withdrawn from the ADW, LLC, account that held the Locust Grove proceeds. 
$22,000 was transferred to another account, after which two (2) credit card payments were 
made. I do not have credit card statements for these accounts and, thus, cannot determine 
the nature of the charges or who owned the credit card. The remaining $9,000 was charged 
to personal expenses in Don's accounting records, but was actually deposited to one of 
Brian's personal checking accounts. A credit card payment was made from Brian's account 
for $9,085.92. Brian's accounting records show charges for food, prescriptions, 
entertainment, gasoline, with a few small amounts referencing businesses owned by Brian, 
Doug, Gene, and their slbllngs. 
Both of these transactions result In Brian's personal spending being characterized as Don's personal 
spending in Don's QulckBooks records, which Is misleading. 




Additionally, as mentioned above, Brian claimed that within "a day or two" after receiving notice of the 
revocation of the power of attorney, he delivered to Pan's accountant "a copy of Plaintiff's QuickBooks 
files, together with all of Plaintiff's related documents and files in Defendant's possession."10 However, 
missing from such documents are statements for several critical accounts covering key time p~riods, tax 
returns for Don, Brian and other entities, closing documents for asset dispositions, and invoices and 
other critical evidence to allow for an accurate accounting. Cancelled checks to related parties are also 
missing, as are the payee names in the accourifing records. There is a significant amount of bank activity 
in two (2) accounts titled to Don, Brian and George, but few records or supporting documentation were 
provided for the transactions in these accounts. 
The factors described above demonstrate inaccurate and misleading bookkeeping and accounting 
practices, exemplified by the routine deletion of critical detail from QuickBooks, misleading entries, 
deleted transactions, extensive commingling of funds, lack of supporting documentation, lack of closing 
documents for asset dispositions, and missing information for related-party transactions. 
2. DON'S ASSETS WERE DEPLETED DURING BRIAN'S TENURE 
Don's assets were depleted by approximately $4.3 million during Brian's tenure as power of attorney 
and co-trustee. As of December 1999, roughly ten (10) months before Brian received the power of 
attorney, Don's assets were at least $5.5 million. By Decernber 2009, nine (9) months after Don revoked 
Brian;s power of attorney, Don's assets were approximately $1.2 million. 
During Brian's tenure, at least $1.9 million flowed out of Don's various bank accounts (mostly Access and 
Barritz) to unidentified parties. This figure is likely understated given that Don's personal bank 
statements from October 2000 to Marc~ 2004 are missing. At the same time, nearly $2.9 million flowed 
into accounts titled to Brian and the Kids' Entities (i.e., nearly $1.5 million to Brian's accounts and nearly 
$1.4 milliQn to Kids' Entities) from unidentified sources. 
3. ACCESS WAS USED TO CHANNEL FUNDS TO THE DEFENDANTS AND TO RELATED ENTITIES 
Access (and, to a lesser extent, Barritz) bank accounts were used less for business operations and more 
for the purpose of channeling funds to the defendants; other family members, and Kids' Entities. Rental 
income accounted for only 25% of the total funds deposited in the Access account, and business 
expenses for Access accounted for only i9% of payments from the account. Far more money flowed 
through Access than was for Access' business operations. 
Using round numbers, Access' net income from storage rentals during Brian's 8.5-year tenure as power 
of attorney was $250,000, of which Don received approximately $200,000, resulting in net cash from 
Access operations of $50,000. However, far more money·- over $3.1 million-· was paid from the Access 
account to the co-defendants, other related parties, and unidentified parties. See Schedule C for an 
illustratlon of the combined funds flow for Access and Barrltz. 
As shown below, $1.245 million went from Access to Brian, Doug and Gene, $1.69 million was paid to 
other related parties, and $195,000 wentto unidentified credit cards, cash withdrawals and other 
unidentified parties. Over $900,000 Involved Nursing Home legal fees and mortgage payments made at 
a time when Don did not have an ownership Interest in the Nursing Home. 
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, ACCESS PAYMENTS NOT RELATED TO OPERATIONS 
$ 1,245,000 Payments to Brian, Doug and Gene (see detail, below) 
765,000 Payments to other related parties 
526,000 Nursing home mortgage payments * 
400,000 Legal fees* 
195,000 Unidentified 
$ 3,131,000 Total payments not related to Access operations 
* Most of the legal fees were related to the 2004sale of the Nursing 
Home. Don did not have an ownership Interest in the Nursing Home 
when these legal fees and mortgage payments were made. 
Over $3 million was paid out of Access in excess of the amount left over from its operations, after a 
small amount was paid to Don. A significant portion ($1.06 million) came from unidentified sources. 
Other sources included Barritz, Brian, three (3) trusts, two (2) bank accounts titled to Don, Brian and 
George, and Kids' Entities, as shown below: 
ACCESS DEPOSITS NOT RELATED TO OPERATIONS 
S 1,000,boo Unidentified 
n1,ooo Barritz 
415,000 Brian 
358,000 Kids' Entitles 
305,000 Family and Joint bank accounts 
220,000 Exemption Trust, Husband's Trust, FRWTrust 
$ 31079.0QO Total deposits to Access I\Ot related to operations 
Payments from Access to Brian, Doug and Gene included payroll, management fees, personal Injury 
settlement payments, expense reimbursement, distributions from non-Access asset sales, interest from 
a trust, and several payments with references to loans. 
ACCESS PAYMENTS TO BRIAN, DOUG AND GENE 
Brian Doug Gene TOTAL 
Personal Injury Settlement $ 212,300 $ 212,300 
Management fees 73,250 73,250 
Payroll 71,088 $198,500 269,588 
Expense Reimbursement 39,612 39,612 
Loans 75,801 14,700 90,501 
Watkins Contracting Services 138,706 138,706 
Truck payments 22,190 22,190 
Monthly payments $104,982 104,982 
Other 90,369 28,212 31,403 i49,984 
Unidentified 1351580 s.992 2,315 143,887 
Total Payments ~ m1,wi;i ~g.~gg ~~1.zgg ~~.H5.ggg 




These tables illustrate that Access was used m-ore as a means of funrieling money to and from Don's 
children and other related parties than for managiq the business itself. 
4. DON DID NOT RECEIVE NURSING HOME NOTE PAYMENTS 
Don did not receive approximately $355,000 due him from the Nursing Home sale from Mrs. Pavloff. In 
addition, there is a $790,000 discrepancy on the balance of the aggregate of the Children's Notes, one 
half of which would be due to Don and the other half to the Husband's Trust. The Children;s Notes are 
Don~s real estate contracts r~lvable from Brian, Doug Gene arid their siblings for the Nursing Home 
real estate that Don and Florence .sold to their children In 1984. 
Carolyn Pav/off's Payments. As stipulated in various agreements, the 2004 buyer of the Nursing Home 
made payments to Brian, and Brian was obligated to distribute the payments to his siblings and Mrs. 
Pavloff. Upon receipt of such payment, Mrs. Pavloff was to remit to Don and the Husband's Trust (in 
equal shares) the entire amount she received, less any tax llablllty accruing to her as a result of the note 
payment and the costs of determining such tax liablllty (up to a maximum of 20% of each note payment 
received). 
Due to HUD regulations, Nursing Home note payments were Inconsistent (in both timing and amount) 
because payments could only be made from •surplus cash". Consequently, Mrs. Pavloff did not know 
when she coullexpe~ to receive payments 0~ the amounts of any such payments. ~~don my· 
_examination of bank records, various payment agreements, a sdiedule of the distributions of Nursing 
Home payments (reportedly prepared by Brian and/or Sharon), and other records, Mrs. Pavloff did not 
receive the funds she was due for the Nursing Home note payments. As a result, Don and the Husband's 
Trust did not receive payments to which they were entitled. · 
Between March 2008 and April 2012, the Nursing Home reported m~king eleven (11) payments to Brian 
totaling $745,555.72, and Bri~n's accounting allocates a· portion of each s9ch paymel)t to Mrs .• Pavloff. 
However, Mrs. Pavloff received only three (3) payments fron'I Brian. during this time. Agregatlng the 
amount Mrs. Pavloff was supposed to receive, and taking Into account the average wlthholdlng by Mrs. 
PavlofffQrtaxes and tax preparation costs, Don and the Husband's Trust were underpaid approximately 
$355,000. . 
In addition, Mrs. Pavloff remitted payments to Don and to the Husband's Trust after receiving each of 
the three payments from Brian. I had bank records for the first payment but not the other two. I was 
able to trace her payment to the Trust (though it was short by $900.00) but was unable to Identify any 
corresponding deposit to Don's account. 
Children's Notes. The or!girial real estate contracts known as the Children's Notes (dated Aupst 31, 
1984) stipulated a purchase price of $676,000 (per child), of which $65,000 was a down payment. The 
balance of $611,000 was to be paid In equal monthly installments of $5,590 and ~ar interest at 9% 
annually, compounded monthly, using a 360 day year. To the extent permitted by Washington law, any 
overdue Interest or other delinquent payments were to increase the principal of the note. 
The Children's Notes were amended effective December 1, 1995, reducing the monthly payments to 
$2,800, and again effective January 1, 1999, reducing the monthly payments to $1,645. No amortization 
schedules were provided to me for the period prior to December 1, 1994. Sharon Wadsworth provided 
the conservator with an amortization schedule beginning with balances as of December 1, 1994. In the 




been if each of the children had made payments in accordance with the original real estate contract. The 
amount ranged from a low of $82,699 for Gene to a high of $126,635 for Janet. 
The amortization schedules did not accrue interest on unpaid interest and delinquent payments, and the 
interest was based on a 365 day year instead of a 360 day year as called for in the Real Estate Contracts. 
I recalculated the amount due from each of the co-defendants and their sisters as of October 1, 2012 
using the correct interest calculation parameters, which resulted in an additional $144,000 due half to 
Don and half to the Husband's Trust on the Children's Notes. 
The amortization schedules were not calculated in accordance with the contracts, and I had difficulty 
interpreting payment amounts reported on the amortization schedules provided by Sharon. In addition, 
a second set of amortization schedules were produced by Brian, and the payment amounts on this 
second set of schedules did not agree to Sharon's schedules. Due to these issues and the matter of the 
$647,000 discrepancy on the balances prior to the beginning balance date on the amortization 
schedules provided by Sharon and Brian, the $790,000 discrepancy reported here is an estimate. 
Additional information and documentation is needed to determine if the proper amounts were paid to 
Don and the Husband's Trust. 
5. DON MAY NOT HAVE RECEVED INTEREST PAYMENTS FROM THE TRUSTS 
Don may not have received the interest to which he was entitled from the Husband's Trust and 
Exemption Trust. Over the ten year period from 2000 to 2009, Don reported almost $500,000 of interest 
. ' 
income from the Trusts on his tax returns. However, I could identify only $200,000 of transfers to Don, 
Access and Barritz from the Trusts, which is less than half the total interest to which Don was entitled. 
An additional $240,000 was transferred to Don's personal and business accounts from the Trusts, but the 
transfers reference Nursing Home mortgage payments. These payments flowed through Access and Barrltz, 
and the mortgage payments were made from the Access and Barritz bank accounts. I did not consider these 
inflows to Access and Barrltz to be Trust Interest payments because Don had no ownership interest in the 
Nursing Home during this time period; hence, there was no discernible reason for the payments to be made 
from Don's businesses. 
I could not trace funds to Don's personal accounts from 2000 through March 2004 because I was not 
provided any bank statements for Don's personal account for this period. Thus, additional interest payments 
could have been made to Don, but I was not able to trace the funds due to missing bank documents. 
6. DON DID NOT RECEIVE THE LOCUST GROVE DISTRIBUTION 
Don did not receive a $124,725 distribution to which he was entitled from the Locust Grove sale. He 
may have received a portion of the distribution, but due to the convoluted flow of funds and poorly 
maintained accounting records, it is not clear whether he actually received the funds or whether any or 
all funds he did receive were used for his benefit. 
Locust Grove, then owned by ADW, LLC, was sold August 8, 2006. The members of ADW, LLC, were Don 
(4%) and what appear to be six (6) separate trusts, one for each of Brian, Doug, Gene, and their siblings 
(each 16%). 
The 2006 ADW, LLC, tax return reports a $500,000 distribution to each of the trusts and a $124,725 




to each member of the company over a short period of time (for a total of seven (7) to twenty-one (21) 
payments). Instead, however, Brian took nearly three (3) years and at least 100 transactions to make 
the distributions, and he made the distributions from his personal accounts rather than the ADW, LLC, 
accounts. 
A specific QuickBooks account was used to track amounts due every ADW, LLC, member except those of 
Brian's trust and Don. Distributions to Brian's trust and Don were recorded as journal entries rather 
than payments. This, combined with missing information and the extensive, convoluted trail of funds, 
made It nearly Impossible to determine if and when the distributions to Brian's trust and Don were 
actually made, and the amounts of any such distributions. It is unclear whether Don received any of the 
$124,725, but he may have benefited from approximately $25,000 to $64,400 (i.e., 20% to 52%) of the 
amount to which he was entitled. The $64,400 that was potentially used for Don's benefit consists of 
tax paymems of $17,720, credit card payments of $39,413, and other payments of $7,537. I was unable 
to determine whether the credit card payments were for Don or his benefit. 
7. BRIAN INTERCEPTED CRESTVIEW APARTMENTS ESCROW FUNDS 
Less than two (2) weeks after Don revoked Brian's power of attorney, Brian intercepted $258,658 owed 
to Crestview Apartments (an Exemption Trust asset) resulting from Crestview Apartments' mortgagee 
releasing the mortg~ge escrow reserve following satisfaction of the Crestview Apartments mortgage in 
April 2009. 
Brian admitted intercepting $231,793 of these funds and claimed he was owed this amount by Don and 
the Exemption Trust for loans and expense reimbursement.11 The records, however, do not substantiate 
Brian's claims. 
8. BRIAN'S PERSONAL SPENDING EXCEEDED HIS INCOME 
Brian was experiencing financial difficulties during his tenure as power of attorney and co-trustee, 
exemplified by credit card cash advances, overdrafts in checking accounts, large monthly payments to 
several credit cards, vacations, and personal spendlrig that exceeded his household income. 
I performed two (2) analyses to analyze whether Brian's income exceeded his spending. In my initial 
analysis, I compared credit card payments from Brian's personal bank accounts to the Adjusted Gross 
Income ("AGI") reported on Brian's tax returns. My second analysis involved a comparison of Brian's 
household cash income to household spending that included payments from his bank accounts in 
addition to credit card payments. 
Comparison of Adjusted Gross Income and Credit Card Payments. From 2001 to 2007, Brian's credit 
card payments exceeded the AGI reported on his tax return each year with the exception of two (2) 
years, when Brian received large distributions from asset sales. Brian's bank rec9rds show credit card 
payments In excess of $1.1 mllllon between October 2000 and March 2009, with $247,000 In one (1) 
year alone. From 2001 to 2007, Brian's credit card payments averaged $109,646 per year, compared to 
averase Income (AGI) of $125,961. 
Based on this analysis, the difference between Brian's Income and credit card payments would not even 
cover his mortsase payments In most years, let alone other necessities. 
11 RFANo. 38 
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Comparison of Cash Income and Personal Spending. AGI is not always an accurate measure of cash 
income. For example, as in Brian's case, only the gain or loss from property sales was included in AGI, 
but there were cash distributions that exceeded the amount included in AGI. Also, income from entities 
taxed as partnerships may flow through to AGI, but Brian may or may not have received cash 
distributions. Additionally, Brian received monthly payments from Don's businesses characterized as a 
personal injury settlement that were not reported as income on Brian's tax returns. 
For these reasons, I refined my analysis to incorporate a better measure of Brian's cash income. I also 
expanded my estimate of Brian's personal spending to include other household spending In addition to 
credit card payments. In doing so, I analyzed bank, credit card, and QuickBooks data to identify 
mortgage payments, vehicle payments, medical expenses, vacations, food, clothing and other personal 
expenses. My analysis is limited to the years 2003~2007 because this was the only time period for which 
I had the requisite data (e.g., tax returns, bank statements, and QuickBooks data). 
I used two (2) methods for measuring Brian's cash income. The high-income estimate includes gross 
rents from the Nursing Home and a shopping center. The low-income estimate offsets these rents with 
each property's associated expenses as reported on the tax returns. 
As illustrated below, Bri.i:Jn's spending e~ceeded his income:! in. four.(4) of the five (5) years analyzed, 
under both the high and. low-income estimates. The one (1) year wh•m Brian's income exceeded his 
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Overall, Brian's spending exceeded his income by $464,000 to $588,000 over this 5-year period. As 
indicated below, some of the funds were used for vacations, vehicles, wedding expenses and other 
personal spending: 
EXAMPLES OF BRIAN'S DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 
Vehicle (Excursion SUV) 
Recreational equipment 
Alaskan cruise 
Puerto Rico cruise 
Florida/Disneyworld vacation 

















The hignest annual credit card payments occurred in2008 when Brian made payments of $247,727 on 
credit cards, over 40% of which 'appears to be personal spending. I was not, however, provided Brian's 
2008 tax return and, thus, cannot determine whether his spending exceeded his income in 2008. 
There is evidence in Brian's Quic:kBooks records to suggest that he was transferring funds from Don's 
businesses (Access and Barritz) and from ADW, LLC (which owned Locust Grove), to his personal 
accounts as "travel reimbursement" for which there are no actual expenses recorded in his QuickBooks 
records. For example, $37,500 was transferred to Brian'l! accounts between January and September 
2006 and classlfled as reimbursements, but there are no offsetting travel expenses in his QulckBooks 
reimbursement account. 
In addition to personal spending that exceeded his income, another indication that Brian was 
experiencing financial difficulties includes $71,000 of credit card advances and overdraft protection 
advances in his bank accounts during his 8.5 year tenure. 
Brian's personal household spending compared to his household income, combined with overdrafts, 
cash advances, vacations and other spending, strongly suggest he was experiencing financial difficulties 
for at least part of the time he served as power of attorney and co-trustee. 
METHODOLOGY 
In order to analyze data from over 40 bank accounts, I built a database from bank records tltled to 
various parties to this litigation. This enabled me to Identify related-party transactions, analyze large 
transactions, Identify the characteristics of funds flow and funds management, and determine whether 
Don received or benefltted from funds to which he was entitled. See Schedule A for a list of bank 





The database consists of transactions from bank statements provided by Brian and the Conservator, and 
was supplemented with information gleaned from QuickBooks files, including bank reconciliations that 
were sometimes included with the bank statements. 
The following data elements are included when available: transaction date, bank clearing date, 
transaction type, check number, amount, source of inflows, payee for outflows, memo line, notes from 
QuickBooks, signature, and endorsement. 
For key accounts such as Don's personal and business accounts and Brian's primary accounts, all or most 
of the data was entered as separate line items. For lesser accounts, only transactions over a specified 
amount, typically $1000-$2000, were entered, plus any transactions that appeared to involve a related 
party. 
Related-party transactions, taxes, and similar items Involving Access were recorded as separate line 
items with groupings of routine inflows and outflows related to its operations entered as one line item 
per bank statement. The bank account labeled "D Bar W/Barritz" is an account that was originally used 
for D Bar W Land & cattle ("D Bar W") and later used for Barritz (both were owned by Don). 
Once the data was input, I identified transfers among accounts and recorded this additional information 
in the database. It should be noted there Is a significant amount of missing information, which meant I 
could not identify all related-party transactions and all inter-account transfers. 
QuickBooks Accounting Data 
Brian produced two (2) QuickBooks files to the Conservator, and copies were made available to me by 
the Conservator. One set of QuickBooks files was for Br!an's personal accounts, which included limited 
information for other businesses and entities such as RCC Investments, LLC; BAFCO; ADW, LLC; and RCC 
Co-Tenants. The other set was for Don's accounts, which included bank records for Access, D Bar 
W/Barritz, and an account titled to Don, Brian and George which I termed the "Joint Account". 
Income/Spending Analysis 
This analysis was limited to the time period 2003-2007, which was the only period I had tax returns for 
estimating income and bank and credit card data for estimating personal spending. 
Income. The methodology for estimating Brian's income was based on tax return data: wages, interest 
and dividend income, distributions, sales of property, and rental property income, reduced for income 
taxes and FICA taxes. I also included personal injury settlement payments Brian received from Access 
and Barrltz, which he did not report on his tax returns. I used two (2) methods for measuring Brian's 
Income. The high-Income estimate Includes gross rents from a Nursing Home and a shopping center. 
The low-Income estimate offsets these rents with each property's associated expenses as reported on 
tax returns. 
Personal Spending. Personal spending was derived from two (2) sources: outflows from Brian's bank 





1. Credit Card Spending 
There was an inordinately high amount of credit card payments made from Brian's bank accounts ($1.1 
million between October 2000 and March 2009). In one year (2008), over $247,000 was paid on credit 
cards from bank accounts titled to Brian. From 2003 to 2007, credit card payments Identified in my 
database totaled $655,239 (with at least some detail for $292,968 (44. 7%} of the total}. 
Detail existed in QuickBooks for 58% ofthe credit card payments made during 2003 through 2005. 
Credit card statements are missing, so I could hot verify the charges. I considered personal spending to 
be any payments for which Brian did not claim reimbursement from another person or entity. 
I downloaded credit card payment data from QuickBooks to a spreadsheet and separated the payments 
with transaction detail from the payments without transaction detail. The degree of detail varied from 
type (travel, medical, prescriptions, etc.) to purchase date and payee name. Some credit card charges 
were allocated to an entity such as Crestview Apartments (owned by the Exemption Trust), BAFCO, D 
Bar W, or RVT Development Corp, and I excluded these from the personal spending calculation. 
Personal spending was anything categorized as an expense that was not applied to another entity. I 
compared the credit card transaction detail to total credit card payments for each year and then 
calculated the percentage of transaction-detailed personal spending to total credit ta.rd payments. I 
used this percentage to estimate the amount of personal spending iri the credit card .payments for which 
there was no transaction detail. 
My analysis was based on Information in Brian's QuickBooks accounting records. Brian's records include 
detail for $610,648, which is a little more than half of the credit card payments. My estimate is 
conservative because I did not capture all credit card payments in the database in the early years of his 
tenure, nor did I capture all the smaller credit card payments. 
2. Other Personal Spending from Bank Statements 
I eliminated transfers among Brian's bank accounts and transfers between Brian's account and other 
related-party accounts. I separated any remaining transactions between those .for which the payee was 
identified and those for which the payee was not identified. 
I categorized the outflows with identified payees and selected what appeared to be personal spending, 
such as mortgage payments, vehicle purchases and expenses, entertainment, dining out, food, medical, 
travel, vacations, wedding, medical expenses, cash withdrawals and the like. Both identified and 
unidentified payee transactions are included in the personal spending estimate. 
My estimate of personal spending is conservative. I did not include transfers to related parties in 
personal spending. These transfers could be for personal spending, or for Investments, loans or 
something else. To to be conservative, i' excluded these transfers from personal spending. 
Locust Grove Analysts 
I analyzed the 2006 Locust Grove sale to determine if Don received the distribution reported on his tax 
return (as a member of ADW, LLC). The analysts began on January 4, 2006, when earnest money was 
deposited to the ADW, LLC, account, and ended May 6, 2009, when the final distributions were recorded 
in Brian's QuickBooks records. I then: 
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1. Created a schedule of fund$ flow from the ADW, LLC, account and all other accounts to which 
funds were funneled after the sale. 
2. Grouped the accounts by Locust-Grove, Brian personal, Don personaVbuslness, and 
other/unidentified accounts. 
3. Recorded all transfers, distributions and relevant transactions flowlngthrough the accounts. 
4. Identified distributions by comparing bank records with Brian's QulckBooks files where he 
tracked the $500,000 distribution to each of his siblings. Again, it should be noted that I did not 
see QulckBooks accounts used to track Don's or Brian's distributions. Don's distribution was 
recorded as a Journal entry; there was no cash payment assQciat~ with the entry. 
5. Further analyzed two (2) sets of trans.actions: (1) $117,000 transf~rred to the Joint Account 
(Zlons-4324 titled to Don, Brian and George Wadsworth) from the ADW, LLC, account; and (2) 
$109,172 transferred to Don's sole proprietorships (Access and Barritz). The trail through 
Access and Barritz was very convoluted. It appears most of the funds were ultimately used to 
make payments to Brian, Dous, Gene, their siblinss and Kids' Entitles. 
Tracing the flow of funds for this transaction was a difficult, convoluted process. The money wound Its 
way through 13 bank accounts: 5 titled to Brian, 4 to Don and his businesses, ADW, LLC, an internet 
savings account nicknamed "Locust Grove", t~e Joint Account, and at least one unidentified account. 




Ust of Bank Accounts 
Don Personal Don WF-4983 Apr2004 Mar2009 
Don Personal Don iNG-8655 Nov2005 Feb 2009 
Don Personal Don and Stella WF-3800 Mar2009 Dec2009 
Don Business Access WF-1381 Dec 2000 Mar2009 
Don Business D Bar W/Barritz WF:.4170 Jan 2000 May 2009 
Don Investment Don, Brian Jt Ten WF-6819 Mar2000 Jan 2002 
Brian Personal Brian WF-4523 / WF-1668 Mar 1999 Jan 2()11 
Brian Personal Brian Zlons-4183 Sep 200_3 Jun 20~0 
Brian Personal Brian E0-5002 Sep 2006 Aug_7009 
Brian Personal Brian BOA-1919 Dec 1998 ciec 2010 
Brian Personal Brian BOTC-9211 Sep2009 Nov2010 
Brian Personal Brian CapEd-4660 Apr2002 Jun 2010 
Brian Personal Brian Key-6425 Mar2000 Jan 2003 
Brian Personal Brian BOTC-0678 Jan 2010 Dec2010 
Brian Personal Brian BOTC-4987 Jan :?.olO Jan 2011 
Brian Personal Brian LDC WF-9558 Nov2002 Dec2010 
Brian P~rsonal Brlan/RCCI LLC ING-2015 D~c2004 Aug-2009 
Brian Per.sonal Brian BOA-0999 Apr/AugOS 
Brian Personal Brian Key-2176 Mar2000 Oct2001 
Brian Personal Brian IRA U~B-944327 Apr-2003 i:>ec2009 
Brian Personal _Rotiynlee Watkins Key-4870 Jan 2005 Apr2009 
Brian Personal Robynlee Watkins MBN/\-0077 Sep~OOS Ai>r 2006 
Brian .C~edlt Card Brian WF4197 May'2002 July 2004 
Brian Credit Card Brian WF-7322 N/A N/A 
Brian Business BDWSI WF-.1648 1997 Mar2010 
Crestview Crestview Apartments WF-0287 Jan 2007 Apr2009 
Crestview Crestview Apartments WF-7'347 Jan 2005 May 2011 
Crestview Crestview Apartments WF-7327 Jan 2007 May 2011 
Crestview Crestview Apartments WF-7335 Jan 2005 May 2011 
Mari.tat Trust ~RWMET USB~l061 Jan 2001 Nov2002 
Marital Trust FRWMET MWB-5277 Jul 2009 May 20,11 
Marital Trust FRWMET WF-6147 Jan 2002 Mar2011 
Husband's Trust FRWHT (Husband's Trust) usB-g371 Mar1998 Jun 1998 
Husband's Trust FRWHT (Husband's Trust) F&M-1109 Aug 2000 Dec2002 
Husband's Trust FRWHT (Husband's Trust) USB-0808 Jun 1998 Noili002 
Husband's Trust FRWHT (Husband's Trust) MWB-5250 07/10/09 May2011 
Husband's Trust FRWHT (Husband's Trust) WF-6154 Nov2002 Mar2009 
Husband's Trust FRWHT (Husband's Trust) USB-1330 May1999 Nov2002 
Husband's Trust FRWHT (Husband's Trust) WF-6154 May2004 Apr2011 
Locust Grove Locust Grove/CS Owners ING-3564 Sep2006 Sep 2009 
Locust Grove ADW,LLC Zions-1620 Oct2003 Apr2009 
Kids' Entity BAFCO USB-2629 Dec2006 Mar2009 
Kids Entity RCC Co-tenants BOTC-0279 Dec2009 Dec 2010 
Kids Entity RCC Investments LLC Zions-3810 Oct2004 Mar2010 
Kids Entity RVT Development USB-,2645 Jan 2007 Aug2010 
Kids Entity RVT Development Sterllng-1002 Mar2007 Sep 2007 
Kids Entity RVT Development Sterling-8916 Jan 2007 Sep 2007 
Kids Entity WACO,lnc F&M-3309 Jan 2002 Jun 2004 
Kids Entity WACO,lnc WF-7639 Oct2000 Jun 2004 
Kids Entity WWW Trust, Brian TIEE WF-9077 Jan 1998 Feb 2009 
Kids Entity WWW Trust, Brian TIEE WF-8389 -Jan 1998 Dec 2009 
Family Account Don/Brian/George Wadsworth F&M-5706 May2000 Oct2005 
Joint Account Don/Brian/George Wadsworth Zlons-4324 Aug2003 Jul 2007 






1. Correspondence between the Conservator's office and various Watkins family members 
2. Correspondence from Don to his children explaining the reason for his decision to revoke the power 
of attorn!;!y he had granted to Brian 
3. Oocuments pertaining to the 1984 sale of Nursing Home real estate 
4. Documents pertaining to the 2004 sale of Nursing Home real estate 
5. Payment Schedules and correspondence from Washington Care Center, Washington Care Services 
6. Lease between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins (Lessor) and Restful Manor 
Convalescent Center d/b/a Restorative Care Cente.r (Lessee), 12-27-74 
7. First Amendment to Lease Dated December 27, 1974 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence 
R. Wat.kins (Lessor) and Restful Manor Convalescent Center d/b/a Restorative Care Center (Lessee}, 
12-30~77 
8. Second Amendment to Lease Dated December 27, 1974 between 'Arthur Donald Watkins and 
Florence R. Watkins (Lessor) and Restful Manor Convalescent Center d/b/a Restorative Care Center 
(Lessee}, 1-1-81 
9. Third Amendment to Lease Dated December 27, 1974 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence 
R. Watkins (Lessor) and Restful Manor Corivalescent Center d/b/a Restorative Care Center (Lessee), 
8-30-84 
10. Letter from Brian Watkins to Zions Bank dated 2-18-03 
11. Promissory Note from Washington Care Services $1,076,223.00 to RCC Co-Tenants dated 5-27-04 
12. Affidavit of Carolyn Pavloff dated 8-28-12,· including exhibits 
13. Real Estate Contract, Undivided 17% Interest in Tenancy, between Arthur Donald Watkins and 
Florence R. Watkins, 8-31-84 
14. Amendments to the real estate contracts known as "Children's Notes" 
15. Amortization schedules for the Children's Notes: an Excel file sent by Sharon to SOS on 10-1-12, and 
copies ofschedules produced by Brian 
16. Flnanclal statements for Don, Access, Barrltz, D Bar W, Husband's Trust and other Individuals and 
entities, various dates 
17. QuickBooks reports and flies for Don, Access, Barrltz, D Bar W, Husband's Trust and other Individuals 
entitles, produced by Brian to Steve Neighbors, Conservator 
Schedule B - Page 1 of 2 
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18. Tax returns and supporting documents for Don, Brian, Hus~and's Trust, Marital Exemption Trust, 
and other related Individual and entitles 
19. Settlement Agreement, Leila Pauline Watkins vs. Arthur Donald Watkins, 1-10-2000 
20. Settlement and Releas.e Agreement between Don and Brian dated 3-10-03 
21. Compensation Agreements for Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, Gene Watkins, Robynlee Watkins, each 
dated 3-2-09 
22. Conservator's Accounting (I.C. 15-5-419) in the Matter of the Estate of Arthur Donald Watkins, filed 
9-30-11 
23. Responsive Affidavit, Lella Pauline Watkins vs. Arthur Donald Watkins, Civil No. 984700504,April 
1998 
24. Power of Attorney from Don Watkins to Brian Watkins 




FLOW OF FUNDS T() AND .=R<>M DON'S BUSINESSES 
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· Schedule D 




Changes to Brian's QuickBooks files During Key Intervals 
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A. Don Watkins Revocable Trust 
Ac~ess Mini Storage ofNampa . 
ADW Morgan Properties, LLC 
ADW, LLC 
Arbor Investments, LLC 
Arbor Lite, Inc. 
SCHEDULE F 








Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins Irrevocable Washington 
Trust 
Barritz Court Apartments 
BDW Services, Inc. 




Country Square Shopping Center 
Crandall Swenson Gleason Wc!dsworth 
Crestview Apartments 
DBarW Land & Cattle Co. 
Eq·ui~y Managen:ient Services, Inc. 
Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust 
Florence R. Watkins Marital Exemption Trust 
Florence R. Watkins Trust 
FRWIDET, LLC 




RCC Investments, LLC 
Restorative Care Center 
RSQ, LLC 
RVT Development Corp 
SGW Management, LLC 
SIMCO 
SIMCO Land & Livestock, Inc. 
TEAM3W, LLC 
WACO,lnc. 
Wadsworth & Smith, Chtd. 
Wadsworth & Smith, P.C. 
Wadsworth Homes, Inc. 
Watkins Family Irrevocable Trust 
Washington Care Center 
Washington Care Services 
Watkins Contracting Services 







































WWW Trust - Brian Watkins 
WWW Trust - Doug Watkins 
WWW Trust - Gene Watkins 
WWW Trust ~ Sharon Wadsworth 
WWW Trust - Janet Thomson 
WWW Trust - Patricia Saliby 
SCHEDULEF 








• The presumed state of origin Is .merely Included to assist In identifying the entitles listed below and Is not 






Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
EDUCATION 
May 1981-Bachelor of General Studies, With High Distinction, University of Iowa 
May 1982 - M.A. in Hospital and Health Administration, University of Iowa 
August 1986 - M.B.A., Indiana University (Accounting) 
LICENSES AND CERTIFICATIONS 
Certified Public Accountant Idaho 2008 to Present, License #CP-4882 
Indiana License #CP10880470 (Inactive) 
Certified Fraud Examiner March 2008 - Present 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners 
CAREER EXPERIENCE 
Averti Fraud Solutions, UC, Boise, Idaho 
President and Owner 
Mercy Physidan Group, Inc., Nampa, Idaho 
Executive Director, Mercy Physician Group 
Cardiology Associa~es, Inc., South Bend, lnd.iana 
Administrator 
April 2009 - Present 
November 2007 - October 2008 
December 1990 - October 2007 
Crowe Chizek and Company, CPAs, Indianapolis & South Bend, Indiana August 1986- November 1990 
Manager/ Staff Accountant 
Community Hospitals of Indiana, Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana 
Various positions in healthcare administration 
Professional experience includes: 
January 1982 - October 1985 
1. Forensicaccounting analyses for law enforcement and private litigation matters 
2. D~~ign and review internal control processes for small and medium size organizations 
3. Advise clients on accounting processes and recordkeeping 
4. Perform a1,1dlts, reviews and compilations of closely held businesses and non-profit 
organizations 
5. Manage a~d· oversee businesses, Including accounting and finance, human resource functions, 
marketing, regulatory compliance and risk management 
6. Educate and train board members and business owners In risk management and oversisht 
7. Presentations to business associations and community groups on fraud prevention, risk 




Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
P.e2 
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners (ACFE) - 2008 to present 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, .Boise Chapter- 2008 to present 
Vice President 2010 
President 2011 
Board Member/Past President 2012 
American Institute of Cci!rtlflEki Publlc Accountants - 1986 to present 
Idaho Society of Certified Public Accountants - 2008 to present 
Medical Group Management Association -1991 to 2011 
COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES 
Genesis World Mission, Garden Oty, Idaho 
Volunteer, i=in~n~··aommlttee Member 
Rotary of Boise-Sunrise 
Member 2011 to Present 
American Heart Association, Sc;,uth Bend, Indiana 
Board Member 1993-98 & 2004-2007 
The Montessori Acadenw at ~dis.on Lakes 
Board Meniber.1998-2004 
Treasu~r 2000-2CJ04 -
Visiting Nurse Association, South Bend, Indiana 
Board Member 1995-96 
St. Joseph's Chapin Street Health Center Grant, South Bend, Indiana 




Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
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PRIOR TESTIMONY 
Cases in which I have given recorded testimony In the last four years: 
State of Idaho vs. Ronald B. Sammons 
Sentencing Hearing, December 2010 
COMPENSATION FOR TESTIMONY 
Hourly rate of $200, plus out-of-pocket expenses 
PUBLICATIONS 
Articles I have authored and published over the past ten years: 
1. Lessons from Penn State, Idaho Business Review, 8-29-12 
2. Signs of Embezzlement, Idaho Business Review, 8-217-12 
3. In the Wards o/Tf,e Embezilei's, idaho Business Review, 8-6-12 
4. Various Blog Articles for Cougar Mountain Software, since 2012 
• 
5. Medical Groups Are Often Targeted for Embezzlement, Idaho Business Review, 6-27-12 
6. Don't be Afraid to See What You See, Idaho Business Review, 5-4-12 
7. Great Places to Work, Idaho Business Review, 4-6-12 
8. Law Firms at Risk/or Embezzlement, Idaho Business Review, 3-30-12 
9. Five Tips/or Nonprofit Board Members, Idaho Business Review, 3-7-12 
10. Don't Tell Your Daughter I am Here ... , ldalio Business Review, 2-28-12 
11. New Federal Regs Put Spotlight on Anti-fraud Measures, Idaho Business Review, 2-9-12 
12. Why Employees Steal- and Signs to Watch For, Idaho Business Review, 1-20-12 
13. When It Comes to Embezzlement, Property Management is a Risky Business, Idaho Business Review, 
1-9-12 
14. Don't Lose Touch with Your Company's Wheel of Fortune, Idaho Business Review, 1-3-12 
15. Kootenai County learns from Embezzlement, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 11-30-11 
16. Lessons Learned From Embezzlement Cases at Colleges, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 11-2-11 
17. Cheating and Ethics, Idaho Business Review, 10-19-11 
18. Embezzlers Taught Port of Hope's CEO a Bitter Lesson, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 10~12-11 
19. How a Caldwell Bookkeeper Stale $1 Million from Isom, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 9-21-11 
20. Law Firms Face Higher Risk of Embezzlf!ment than Most, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 9-14-11 
21. Workplace Fraud May Cost State Economy $2.7 Billion a Year, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 
8-31-11 
22. Why Bright, Educated People Steal from Their Employers, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 8-10-
11 
23. Your Trusted Employees are the More Likely Embezzlers, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 7-20-11 
24. Theft In Group Practices Costs BIi/ions of Dollars Annually; Warning: New MGMA Research Shows 
That Honest Employees Embezzle, with Jim Margolis, MGMA Connexion, September 2010 
25. Employee Theft Rises During Economic Downturn, HCCA Compliance Today, November 2009 
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Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
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PRESENTATIONS 
Presentations I have made c;,ver the past ten years: 
• 
1. The Character of White. Collar Criminals - BSU Chapter ACFE (March 2013) 
2. Managing the Risk of Workplace Fraud -Association of General Contractors (September 2012) 
3. Reducing Your Risk Panel - Idaho Nonprofit Center Conference, (~eptember 2012) 
4. Fraud Risk & Tips fC>r Prevention - Keybank Fraud Conference (September 2012) 
5. Accouritab,ility: An Idea Whose Time Has Cpine-Boise Chapter ACFE (May 2012) · 
6. Embezzlement and Elder Financial Abuse -AAUW (April 2012) 
7. Workplace Fraud & Embezzlement- lSB Employment & Labor Law Section (April 2012) 
8. Role of Forensic Accountants - Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP Litigation Group (March 2012) 
9. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection -- DL Evans Bank customers (January 
2012) 
10. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection- National Association of Women 
Busir,ie~s Owners (January 2012) 
11. Accountability: An Idea Whose Time Has Come - NNU Accounting Club (December 2011) 
12. AccountabUity: An Idea Whose Timi! Has Corrie - Beti3 Alpha Psi (Octob~r 2011) 
13. Emb~zzlem·ent Risk: Prevention, Deterrence a~d Detection - GrowthCLUB (September 2011) 
14. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - Idaho Council on Domestic Violence 
(June 2011) 
15. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - Downtown Merchants Association 
(June 2011) 
16. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection -Idaho Bankers Association Security 
Committee (May 2011) 
17. Deterring Workplace Theft-Sunrise Rotary Club (May 2011) 
18. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Dete.rrenc;e and Detection -Project Management Institute (April 
2011) 
19. Securing Your Business -Small Business Development Center (April 2011) 
20. Monitoring Tools to Protect Your Practice - Ohio State Medical Association Practice Management 
Symposium (April 2011) 
21. Building Checks and Balances in Revenue and Expense Cycles - Ohio State Medical Association 
Practice Management Symposium (April 2011) 
22. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - Excell Executive Leadership Exchange 
(March 2011) 
23. Deterring Theft & Embezzlement in Medical Groups - Medical Group Management Association 
Financial Management Conference (March 2011) 
24. Deterring Workplace Theft- Nampa Rotary Club (February 2011) 
25. Deterring Workplace Theft-West Boise Rotary Club (January 2011) 
26. Integrity Matters: Deterring Workplace Theft-Association of Legal Administrators (September 
2010) 
27. Employee Theft & Embezzlement In the Medical Practice - Medical Group Management Association 
Weblriar (September 2010) 
28. Workplace Fraud - Boise Metro Chamber of Commerce (June 2010) 
29. Employee Theft & Embezzlement In the Medical Practice - Idaho Medical Association and Idaho 
Medical Group Management Association (4 presentations April-May 2010) 
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30. Employee Theft & Embezzlement in the Medical Practice - Michigan Medical Group Manasement 
Association (March 2010) 
31. Raising Awareness of Fraud Risk- Boise Chapter ACFE (October 2009) 
32. Fraud Prevention for Nonprofit Organizations - Idaho Nonprofit Center Webinar (June 2009) 
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In the Matter of 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
vs. 
Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case No. CV-OC-0921373 
·-...... , ........ : .. : : .. ·. · ..• ,. 
In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
The State of Idaho, In and For the County of Ada 
Prepared for: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
Prepared by: 
Denise McClure, CPA, CFE 
· Averti Solutions, LLC 
1533 N. Milwaukee, #181 
Boise, ID 83714 





I was engaged by Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP to assist in evaluating the propriety of the handling of the 
Plaintiff's financial affairs by the Defendants and to assist in identifying the extent of mismanagement of the 
Plaintiff's finances and/or misappropriation of the Plaintiff's assets. 
Data relied upon in support of my opinion contained herein is as noted within each section and/or as listed in 
Schedule B of my original report, as amended by this addendum. 
In addition to documents referenced in this report, I may summarize information contained in such documents in 
exhibit form to assist the explanation of my analysis and opinion(s) at trial. 
This addendum and my report dated March 26, 2013 reflect my opinions to date in this matter. As additional 
information or testimony becomes available, I may find it appropriate to revise or supplement my opinion, 
analyses and conclusions stated herein. I may also be called upon to provide testimony with regard to additional 
data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other parties and/or their witnesses. 
Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE September 10, 2013 
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Addendum to Expert Witness Report 
Opinions 
REVISED OPINION #4 - DON DID NOT RECEIVE NURSING HOME NOTE PAYMENTS 
This revised opinion replaces opinion #4 in my original report dated March 26, 2013. 
Don did not receive approximately $290,000 due him from the Nursing Home sale from Mrs. Pavloff. In addition, 
there is a $790,000 discrepancy on the balance of the aggregate of the Children's Notes, one half of which would 
be due to Don and the other half to the Husband's Trust. The Children's Notes are Don's real estate contracts 
receivable from Brian, Doug Gene and their siblings for the Nursing Home real estate that Don and Florence sold to 
their children in 1984. 
Carolyn Pavloff s Payments. As stipulated in various agreements, the 2004 buyer of the Nursing Home made 
payments to Brian, and Brian was obligated to distribute the payments to his siblings and Mrs. Pavloff. Upon 
receipt of such payment, Mrs. Pavloff was to remit to Don and the Husband's Trust (in equal shares) the entire 
amount she received, less any tax liability accruing to her as a result of the note payment and the costs of 
determining such tax liability (up to a maximum of 20% of each note payment received). 
Due to HUD regulations, Nursing Home note payments were inconsistent (in both timing and amount) because 
payments could only be made from "surplus cash". Consequently, Mrs. Pavloff did not know when she could 
expect to receive payments or the amounts of any such payments. Based on my examination of bank records, 
various payment agreements, a schedule of the distributions of Nursing Home payments (reportedly prepared by 
Brian and/or Sharon), and other records, Mrs. Pavloff did not receive the funds she was due for the Nursing Home 
note payments. As a result, Don and the Husband's Trust did not receive payments to which they were entitled. 
Between March 2008 and March 2013, the Nursing Home reported making twelve (12) payments to Brian totaling 
$799,409, and Brian's accounting allocates a portion of each such payment to Mrs. Pavloff. However, Mrs. Pavloff 
received only four (4) payments from Brian during this time. Aggregating the amount Mrs. Pavloff was supposed 
to receive, and taking into account the average withholding by Mrs. Pavloff for taxes and tax preparation costs, 
Don and the Husband's Trust were underpaid approximately $282,000. 
In addition, Mrs. Pavloff remitted payments to Don and to the Husband's Trust after receiving each of the four 
payments from Brian. I had bank records for the first payment but not the other three. I was able to trace one of 
her payments to the Trust (though it was short by $900.00) but was unable to identify any corresponding deposits 
to Don's accounts, so it is not clear whether Don received the funds due to him. 
In summary, Brian shorted Pavloff $293,583, which resulted in a shortfall to Don and the Husband's Trust of 
approximately $282,000 ($141,000 to Don and $141,000 to the Husband's Trust). Brian and his siblings were 
overpaid $293,583. 
Children's Notes. The original real estate contracts known as the Children's Notes (dated August 31, 1984) 
stipulated a purchase price of $676,000 (per child), of which $65,000 was a down payment. The balance of 
$611,000 was to be paid in equal monthly installments of $5,590 and bear interest at 9% annually, compounded 
monthly, using a 360 day year. To the extent permitted by Washington law, any overdue interest or other 
delinquent payments were to increase the principal of the note. 
The Children's Notes were amended effective December 1, 1995, reducing the monthly payments to $2,800, and 
again effective January 1, 1999, reducing the monthly payments to $1,645. No amortization schedules were 
provided to me for the period prior to December 1, 1994. Sharon Wadsworth provided the Conservator with an 
amortization schedule beginning with balances as of December 1, 1994. In the aggregate, the balances reported by 
000275
• • 
Sharon were $647,428 lower than what the balances would have been if each of the children had made payments 
in accordance with the original real estate contract. The amount ranged from a low of $82,699 for Gene to a high 
of $126,635 for Janet. 
The amortization schedules did not accrue interest on unpaid interest and delinquent payments, and the interest 
was based on a 365 day year instead of a 360 day year as called for in the Real Estate Contracts. I recalculated the 
amount due from each of the co-defendants and their sisters as of October 1, 2012 using the correct interest 
calculation parameters, which resulted in an additional $144,000 due half to Don and half to the Husband's Trust 
on the Children's Notes. 
Further, I recalculated the Children's Notes to incorporate the $647,428 unexplained imbalance as of December 1, 
1994, the beginning date of the amortization schedules provided to me. Accruing interest on this unexplained 
imbalance significantly impacts the value of the notes for both Don and the Husband's Trust. 
a. In December 1999, shortly after Brian was granted power of attorney, The Children's Notes were 
undervalued by at least $400,000 for Don and $500,000 for the Husband's Trust. 
b. In December 2009, after Don revoked the power of attorney, the Children's Notes were undervalued by at 
least $1.29 million for Don and $1.36 million for the Husband's Trust. 
These calculations were more complicated than they should have been due to discrepancies between the two sets 
of amortization schedules. The amortization schedules were not calculated in accordance with the contracts, and I 
had difficulty interpreting payment amounts reported on the amortization schedules provided by Sharon. On the 
second set of amortization schedules (the set produced by Brian), the payment amounts were different from 
Sharon's schedules. 
Due to these issues, the discrepancies reported here are estimates. Additional information and documentation is 
needed to determine if the Children's Notes were accounted for properly, and whether they are properly valued 
for Don and Husband's Trust. 
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Opinion #9: Depletion of Don's cash and Income Producing Assets 
Don's cash reserves and income producing assets were depleted significantly during the period Brian held power of 
attorney. Below is a summary of Don's cash inflows from asset sales beginning about 15 months prior to Don 
granting power of attorney to Brian, a list of income producing assets, and an explanation of how these resources 
were depleted during Brian's tenure as power of attorney. 
Cash Inflows 
Property Sold or AyaUable tp sen fin millions) 
Asset sales 1999-2006 $ 
Market value of other property 
Notes receivable from asset sales 
Total 
Annual Cash flows 
Interest Income from the Husband's Trust 
Children's Notes (Don's share) cash per year 
After 1st amendment 
After 2nd amendment 
Range of annual cash inflows 






$ 20,000 to $ 40,000 
$ 200,000 to $ 200,000 1984-1995 
$ 105,000 to $105,000 1995-1998 
$ 59,000 to $ 59,000 1999 - current 
$ 79,000 to $ 240,000 
Don should have had cash resources of about $6.6 million from asset sales, and an income stream 
ranging from $79,000 to $240,000 per year plus Income from Access and Barritz. 
However, due to Don's assets being gifted to his children and entities they own or control, his property was 
depleted by almost $6 million. In addition, due to the payment reductions by some of his children, Don's 
annual income stream from the Children's Notes is less than the minimum shown above. 
Cash Outflows 
Gifts and Other Pisposjtjons On roiilionsl 
Gifted ADW, UC to children/Kids Entities 
Signed Zions Note** 
Gifts to RVT (Kids Entity) 







*Don traded his ranch land for Access Mini Storage ("Access") and Barritt Court Apartments ("Barritt") 
** Don obtained a $1.2 million loan from Zions Bank using Access and B;irritz as collateral so the children 
could sell their ownership of the nursing home. The children used the proceeds to purchase a shopping 
center instead of paying off this note. 
I have requested additional financial records pertaining to this opinion, and It is my understanding additional 
records will be produced. Upon receipt of additional information, I will further develop this opinion. 
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Opinion #10: ShortfaD of Payments Due to Don 
Don's was shorted over $500,000 on a $700,000 payment received in June 2004 related to the nursing home sale. 
At this time, Don had no ownership Interest in the nursing home. 
Correct Actual Over/(Under) 
Distribution Distribution Payment 
Don $ 624,433 $ 85,000 $ (539,433) 
FRWHT 79,066 111,403 32,337 
Kids & Kids Entities 388,969 388,969 
cash Withdrawal 20,000 20,000 
Unknown 98,127 98,127 




Effective December 31, 2009, the RCC Co-tenants who purchased the nursing home from Don, signed an 
Amendment to Agreement Regarding Promissory Notes from Washington Care Services to C&L Concerns, Inc. and 
Co-tenant ("Amendment''). 
The Agreement stipulates that the principal payments on the two notes will be paid to the Co-tenants first, and 
then to c&l Concerns, Inc. (Carolyn Pavloff). 
This Amendment effectively delays any payments due to Don and the Husband's Trust from Carolyn Pavloff until 
after the purchaser of the nursing home pays off a $2.2 million note. 
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Amended Schedule B 
Document List 
1. Amendment to Agreement Regarding Promissory Notes from Washington care Services to C&L Concerns, Inc. 
and Co-tenants 
2. Fax transmittal from Paul Jeffers for Carolyn Pavloff to Steve Neighbors dated August 12, 2013, including 
attachments (6 pages including cover sheet) 
3. Amendment to Agreement Regarding Promissory Notes From Washington Care Services to C&L Concerns, Inc. 
and Co-tenant 
4. Covenant Not to Sue (1'1 page only) 
5. Deed of Trust for Zion's Note 
6. Bank statements for various bank accounts 
7. Closing statements and exchange reports for various property sales 
8. Cattle Inc tax return 
9. Quickbooks files for Don and FRWMET 
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Addendum to Expert Witness Report 
Opinions 
REVISED OPINION #4 • DON DID NOT RECEIVE NURSING HOME NOTE PAYMENTS 
• 
This revised opinion replaces opinion #4 in my original report dated March 26, 2013. 
Don did not receive approximately $290,000 due him from the Nursing Home sale from Mrs. Pavloff. In addition, 
there is a $790,000 discrepancy on the balance of the aggregate of the Children's Notes, one half of which would 
be due to Don and the other half to the Husband's Trust. The Children's Notes are Don's real estate contracts 
receivable from Brian, Doug Gene and their siblings for the Nursing Home real estate that Don and Florence sold to 
their children in 1984. 
Carolyn Pov/offs Payments. As stipulated in various agreements, the 2004 buyer of the Nursing Home made 
payments to Brian, and Brian was obligated to distribute the payments to his siblings and Mrs. Pavloff. Upon 
receipt of such payment, Mrs. Pavloff was to remit to Don and the Husband's Trust (in equal shares) the entire 
amount she received, less any tax liability accruing to her as a result of the note payment and the costs of 
determining such tax liability (up to a maximum of 20% of each note payment received). 
Due to HUD regulations, Nursing Home note payments were inconsistent (in both timing and amount) because 
payments could only be made from "surplus cash". Consequently, Mrs. Pavloff did not know when she could 
expect to receive payments or the amounts of any such payments. Based on my examination of bank records, 
various payment agreements, a schedule of the distributions of Nursing Home payments (reportedly prepared by 
Brian and/or Sharon), and other records, Mrs. Pavloff did not receive the funds she was due for the Nursing Home 
note payments. As a result, Don and the Husband's Trust did not receive payments to which they were entitled. 
Between March 2008 and March 2013, the Nursing Home reported making twelve (12) payments to Brian totaling 
$799,409, and Brian's accounting allocates a portion of each such payment to Mrs. Pavloff. However, Mrs. Pavloff 
received only four (4) payments from Brian during this time. Aggregating the amount Mrs. Pavloff was supposed 
to receive, and taking into account the average withholding by Mrs. Pavloff for taxes and tax preparation costs, 
Don and the Husband's Trust were underpaid approximately $282,000. 
In addition, Mrs. Pavloff remitted payments to Don and to the Husband's Trust after receiving each of the four 
payments from Brian. I had bank records for the first payment but not the other three. I was able to trace one of 
her payments to the Trust (though it was short by $900.00) but was unable to identify any corresponding deposits 
to Don's accounts, so it is not clear whether Don received the funds due to him. 
In summary, Brian shorted Pavloff $293,583, which resulted in a shortfall to Don and the Husband's Trust of 
approximately $282,000 ($141,000 to Don and $141,000 to the Husband's Trust). Brian and his siblings were 
overpaid $293,583. 
Children's Notes. The original real estate contracts known as the Children's Notes (dated August 31, 1984) 
stipulated a purchase price of $676,000 (per child), of which $65,000 was a down payment. The balance of 
$611,000 was to be paid in equal monthly installments of $5,590 and bear interest at 9% annually, compounded 
monthly, using a 360 day year. To the extent permitted by Washington law, any overdue interest or other 
delinquent payments were to increase the principal of the note. 
The Children's Notes were amended effective December 1, 1995, reducing the monthly payments to $2,800, and 
again effective January 1, 1999, reducing the monthly payments to $1,645. No amortization schedules were 
provided to me for the period prior to December 1, 1994. Sharon Wadsworth provided the Conservator with an 
amortization schedule beginning with balances as of December 1, 1994. In the aggregate, the balances reported by 
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Sharon were $647,428 lower than what the balances would have been if each of the children had made payments 
in accordance with the original real estate contract. The amount ranged from a low of $82,699 for Gene to a high 
of $126,635 for Janet. 
The amortization schedules did not accrue interest on unpaid interest and delinquent payments, and the interest 
was based on a 365 day year instead of a 360 day year as called for in the Real Estate Contracts. I recalculated the 
amount due from each of the co-defendants and their sisters as of October 1, 2012 using the correct interest 
calculation parameters, which resulted in an additional $144,000 due half to Don and half to the Husband's Trust 
on the Children's Notes. 
Further, I recalculated the Children's Notes to incorporate the $647,428 unexplained imbalance as of December 1, 
1994, the beginning date of the amortization schedules provided to me. Accruing interest on this unexplained 
imbalance significantly impacts the value of the notes for both Don and the Husband's Trust. 
a. In December 1999, granted power of attorney, The Children's Notes were undervalued by at least 
$400,000 for Don and $500,000 for the Husband's Trust. 
b. In December 2009, after Don revoked the power of attorney, the Children's Notes were undervalued by at 
least $1.29 million for Don and $1.36 million for the Husband's Trust. 
These calculations were more complicated than they should have been due to discrepancies between the two sets 
of amortization schedules. The amortization schedules were not calculated in accordance with the contracts, and I 
had difficulty interpreting payment amounts reported on the amortization schedules provided by Sharon. On the 
second set of amortization schedules (the set produced by Brian), the payment amounts were different from 
Sharon's schedules. 
Due to these issues, the discrepancies reported here are estimates. Additional information and documentation is 
needed to determine if the Children's Notes were accounted for properly, and whether they are properly valued 
for Don and Husband's Trust. 
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Opinion #9: Depletion of Don's Cash and Income Producing Assets 
Don's cash reserves and income producing assets were depleted significantly during the period Brian held power of 
attorney. Below is a summary of Don's cash inflows from asset sales beginning about 15 months prior to Don 
granting power of attorney to Brian, a list of income producing assets, and an explanation of how these resources 
were depleted during Brian's tenure as power of attorney. 
Cash Inflows 
Property Sold or Available to Sell On millions) 
Asset sales 1999-2006 $ 
Market value of other property 
Notes receivable from asset sales 
Total 
Annual Cash flows 
Interest income from the Husband's Trust 
Children's Notes (Don's share) cash per year 
After 1st amendment 
After 2nd amendment 
Range of annual cash inflows 






$ 20,000 to $ 40,000 
$ 200,000 to $ 200,000 1984-1995 
$ 105,000 to $ 105,000 1995-1998 
$ 59,000 to $ 59,000 1999 - current 
$ 79,000 to $ 240,000 
Don should have had cash resources of about $6.6 million from asset sales, and an income stream 
ranging from $79,000 to $240,000 per year plus income from Access and Barritz. 
However, due to Don's assets being gifted to his children and entities they own or control, his property was 
depleted by almost $6 million. In addition, due to the payment reductions by some of his children, Don's 
annual income stream from the Children's Notes is less than the minimum shown above. 
Cash Outflows 
Gifts and Other Djsposjtions On mjlljons) 
Gifted ADW, LLC to children/Kids Entities $ 3.10 
Signed Zions Note•• 1.20 
Gifts to RVT (Kids Entity) 0.40 
Payments to Brian, Doug & Gene from Access 1.25 
Total $ 5.95 
*Don traded his ranch land for Access Mini Storage ("Access") and Barritz Court Apartments ("Barritz") 
•• Don obtained a $1.2 million loan from Zions Bank using Access and Barritz as collateral so the children 
could sell their ownership of the nursing home. The children used the proceeds to purchase a shopping 
center instead of paying off this note. 
I have requested additional financial records pertaining to this opinion, and it is my understanding additional 




Opinion #10: Shortfall of Payments Due to Don 
Don's was shorted over $500,000 on a $700,000 payment received in June 2004 related to the nursing home sale. 
At this time, Don had no ownership interest in the nursing home. 
Correct Actual Over/(Under) 
Distribution Distribution Payment 
Don $ 624,433 $ 85,000 $ (539,433) 
FRWHT 79,066 111,403 32,337 
Kids & Kids Entities 388,969 388,969 
Cash Withdrawal 20,000 20,000 
Unknown 98,127 98,127 
Total $ 703,499 $ 703,499 $ 




Effective December 31, 2009, the RCC Co-tenants who purchased the nursing home from Don, signed an 
Amendment to Agreement Regarding Promissory Notes from Washington Care Services to C&L Concerns, Inc. ond 
Co-tenant ("Amendment''). 
Comparison of the 2004 Agreement and the 2009 Amendment (signed April 2011): 
1. Surplus cash. The 2004 Agreement provided that 80% of the Nursing Home's surplus cash went to the C&L 
Concerns promissory note and to RCC Co-Tenants promissory note (with remaining 20% going to third party 
entity). The 2011 Amendment reduced the amount to 70% (and Increased the amount to third party entity to 
30%) 
2. Use of Funds. The 2004 Agreement provided that the 80% received on C&L Concerns and RCC Co-Tenants 
notes was to be first used to pay the accrued interest on both notes, and any surplus went entirely to RCC Co-
Tenants until paid in full. The 2011 Amendment changed the allocation such that the cash received on C&L 
Concerns and RCC Co-Tenants notes (now 70% of surplus cash) still goes first to accrued interest on both 
notes, but any surplus goes toward the RCC Co-Tenants note until its principal is reduced to $825,000, at 
which point, all overages go toward the c&L Concerns note until is paid in full. 
3. Effect: Per the Nursing Home, the principal balance of the RCC Co-Tenants note was reduced to $825,000 on 
April 8, 2011; therefore, no further principal payments will be made on the RCC Co-Tenants note until the c&L 
Concerns note is paid in full (which, per the Nursing Home, had a principal balance of $1.38 milllon as of 
March 15, 2013). It is currently believed that Don and the Husband's Trust only have an interest in the RCC 
Co-Tenants note, thus the diversion of principal payments to the C&L Concerns note (away from the RCC Co-




Addendum to Expert Witness Report 
Amended Schedule B 
Document List 
• 
1. Amendment to Agreement Regarding Promissory Notes from Washington Care Services to C&L Concerns, Inc. 
and Co-tenants 
2. Fax transmittal from Paul Jeffers for Carolyn Pavloff to Steve Neighbors dated August 12, 2013, including 
attachments (6 pages including cover sheet) 
3. Amendment to Agreement Regarding Promissory Notes From Washington Care Services to C&L Concerns, Inc. 
and Co-tenant 
4. Covenant Not to Sue (1st page only) 
5. Deed of Trust for Zion's Note 
6. Bank statements for various bank accounts 
7. Closing statements and exchange reports for various property sales 
8. Cattle Inc tax return 
9. Quickbooks files for Don and FRWMET 
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Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
EDUCATION 
May 1981- Bachelor of General Studies, With High Distinction, University of Iowa 
May 1982- M.A. in Hospital and Health Administration, University of Iowa 
August 1986- M.B.A., Indiana University (Accounting) 
LICENSES AND CERTIFICATIONS 
• 
Certified Public Accountant Idaho 2008 to Present, License #CP-4882 
Indiana License #CP10880470 (Inactive) 
Certified Fraud Examiner March 2008 - Present 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners 
CAREER EXPERIENCE 
Averti Fraud Solutions, LLC, Boise, Idaho April 2009 - Present 
President and Owner 
Mercy Physician Group, Inc., Nampa, Idaho 
Executive Director, Mercy Physician Group November 2007 - October 2008 
Cardiology Associates, Inc., South Bend, Indiana December 1990 - October 2007 
Administrator 
Crowe Chizek and Company, CPAs, Indianapolis & South Bend, Indiana August 1986 - November 1990 
Manager/ Staff Accountant 
Community Hospitals of Indiana, Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana January 1982 - October 198S 
Various positions in healthcare administration 
Professional experience includes: 
1. Forensic accounting analyses for law enforcement and private litigation matters 
2. Design and review Internal control processes for small and medium size organizations 
3. Advise clients on accounting processes and recordkeeping 
4. Perform audits, reviews and compilations of closely held businesses and non-profit organizations 
5. Manage and oversee businesses, Including accounting and finance, human resource functions, marketing, 
regulatory compliance and risk management 
6. Educate and train board members and business owners in risk management and oversight 
7. Presentations to business associations and community groups on fraud prevention, risk awareness, elder 
financial exploitation, and developing accountable and transparent work environments 
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Page 2 
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners (ACFE) - 2008 to present 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, Boise Chapter- 2008 to present 
Vice President 2010 
President 2011 
Board Member/Past President 2012 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants - 1986 to present 
Idaho Society of Certified Public Accountants - 2008 to present 
Medical Group Management Association -1991 to 2011 
COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES 
Genesis World Mission, Garden City, Idaho 
Volunteer, Finance Committee Member 
Rotary of Boise - Sunrise 
Member 2011 to Present 
American Heart Association, South Bend, Indiana 
Board Member 1993-98 & 2004-2007 
The Montessori Academy at Edison Lakes 
Board Member 1998-2004 
Treasurer 2000-2004 
Visiting Nurse Association, South Bend, Indiana 
Board Member 1995-96 
St. Joseph's Chapin Street Health Center Grant, South Bend, Indiana 
Grant Committee Member 1992-94 
• 
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Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
Page3 
PRIOR TESTIMONY 
Cases in which I have given recorded testimony In the last four years: 
State of Idaho vs. Ronald B. Sammons 
Sentencing Hearing, December 2010 
COMPENSATION FOR TESTIMONY 
Hourly rate of $200, plus out-of-pocket expenses 
PUBLICATIONS 
Articles I have authored and published over the past ten years: 
1. lessons from Penn State, Idaho Business Review, 8-29-12 
2. Signs of Embezzlement, Idaho Business Review, 8-27-12 
3. In the Words of The Embezzlers, Idaho Business Review, 8-6-12 
4. Various Blog Articles for Cougar Mountain Software, since 2012 
• 
5. Medical Groups Are Often Targeted/or Embezzlement, Idaho Business Review, 6-27-12 
6. Don't be Afraid to See What You See, Idaho Business Review, 5-4-12 
7. Great Places to Work, Idaho Business Review, 4-6-12 
8. law Firms at Risk/or Embezzlement, Idaho Business Review, 3-30-12 
9. Five Tips for Nonprofit Board Members, Idaho Business Review, 3-7-12 
10. Don't Tell Your Daughter I am Here ... , Idaho Business Review, 2-28-12 
11. New Federal Regs Put Spotlight on Anti-fraud Measures, Idaho Business Review, 2-9-12 
12. Why Employees Steal- and Signs to Watch For, Idaho Business Review, 1-20-12 
13. When it Comes to Embezzlement, Property Management is a Risky Business, Idaho Business Review, 
1-9-12 
14. Don't Lose Touch with Your Company's Wheel of Fortune, Idaho Business Review, 1-3-12 
15. Kootenai County Learns from Embezzlement, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 11-30-11 
16. lessons Learned From Embezzlement Cases at Colleges, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 11-2-11 
17. Cheating and Ethics, Idaho Business Review, 10-19-11 
18. Embezzlers Taught Port of Hope's CEO a Bitter Lesson, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 10-12-11 
19. How a Caldwell Bookkeeper Stole $1 Million from Isom, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 9-21-11 
20. Law Firms Face Higher Risk of Embezzlement than Most, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 9-14-11 
21. Workplace Fraud May Cast State Economy $2.7 Billion a Year, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 
8-31-11 
22. Why Bright, Educated People Stea/from Their Employers, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 8-10-11 
23. Your Trusted Employees are the More Likely Embezzlers, Business Insider (Idaho Statesman), 7-20-11 
24. Theft In Group Practices Costs Billions of Dollars Annually; Warning: New MGMA Research Shows That Honest 
Employees Embezzle, with Jim Margolis, MGMA Connexion, September 2010 




Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
Page4 
PRESENTATIONS 
Presentations I have made over the past ten years: 
1. The Character of White Collar Criminals - BSU Chapter ACFE (March 2013) 
• 
2. Managing the Risk of Workplace Fraud - Association of General Contractors (September 2012) 
3. Reducing Your Risk Panel - Idaho Nonprofit Center Conference (September 2012) 
4. Fraud Risk & Tips for Prevention - Keybank Fraud Conference (September 2012) 
5. Accountability: An Idea Whose Time Has Come - Boise Chapter ACFE (May 2012) 
6. Embezzlement and Elder Financial Abuse - AAUW (April 2012) 
7. Workplace Fraud & Embezzlement- lSB Employment & Labor Law Section (April 2012) 
8. Role of Forensic Accountants - Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP Litigation Group (March 2012) 
9. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection -- DL Evans Bank customers (January 2012) 
10. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - National Association of Women Business Owners 
(January 2012) 
11. Accountability: An idea Whose Time Has Come - NNU Accounting Club (December 2011) 
12. Accountability: An Idea Whose Time Has Come - Beta Alpha Psi (October 2011) 
13. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - GrowthCLUB (September 2011) 
14. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - Idaho Council on Domestic Violence (June 2011) 
15. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - Downtown Merchants Association (June 2011) 
16. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection -Idaho Bankers Association Security Committee 
(May2011) 
17. Deterring Workplace Theft- Sunrise Rotary Club (May 2011) 
18. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection -Project Management Institute (April 2011) 
19. Securing Your Business - Small Business Development Center (April 2011) 
20. Monitoring Tools to Protect Your Practice - Ohio State Medical Association Practice Management Symposium 
(April 2011) 
21. Building Checks and Balances in Revenue and Expense Cycles - Ohio State Medical Association Practice 
Management Symposium (April 2011) 
22. Embezzlement Risk: Prevention, Deterrence and Detection - Excell Executive Leadership Exchange (March 
2011) 
23. Deterring Theft & Embezzlement in Medical Groups - Medical Group Management Association Financial 
Management Conference (March 2011) 
24. Deterring Workplace Theft - Nampa Rotary Club (February 2011) 
25. Deterring Workplace Theft - West Boise Rotary Club (January 2011) 
26. Integrity Matters: Deterring Workplace Theft - Association of Legal Administrators (September 2010) 
27. Employee Theft & Embezzlement in the Medical Practice - Medical Group Management Association Webinar 
(September 2010) 
28. Workplace Fraud - Boise Metro Chamber of Commerce (June 2010) 
29. Employee Theft & Embezzlement in the Medical Practice - Idaho Medical Association and Idaho Medical 
Group Management Association (4 presentations April-May 2010) 
30. Employee Theft & Embezzlement in the Medical Practice - Michigan Medical Group Management Association 
(March 2010) 
31. Raising Awareness of Fraud Risk- Boise Chapter ACFE (October 2009) 
32. Fraud Prevention for Nonprofit Organizations - Idaho Nonprofit Center Weblnar (June 2009) 
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In the Matter of 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
vs. 
Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case No. CV-OC-0921373 
In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
The State of Idaho, In and For the County of Ada 
Prepared for: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
Prepared by: 
Dennis R. Reinstein, CPA/ABV, ASA, CVA 
Coles Reinstein, PLLC 
960 Broadway Avenue, Suite 415 
Boise, ID 83706 




I was engaged by Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP to assist in evaluating the propriety of 
handling the Plaintiff's financial affairs by the Defendants and to assist in identifying the extent 
of mismanagement of the Plaintiffs finances and/or misappropriation of the Plaintiff's assets. 
Data relied upon in support of my opinion contained herein is as noted within each section 
and/or as listed in Table 1, which follows my opinion. 
In addition to documents referenced In this report, I may summarize information contained in 
such documents in exhibit form to assist the explanation of my analysis and opinion(s) at trial. 
This report reflects my opinion to date in this matter. As additional information or testimony 
becomes available, I may find it appropriate to revise or supplement my opinion, analyses and 
conclusions stated herein. I may also be called upon to provide testimony with regard to 
additional data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other parties and/or their 
witnesses. 
3-,26-13 





There appears to have been a significant .drain on the financial resources of the Plaintiff, but.at 
this time due to the lack of reliable and complete financial records I am unable to fully evaluate 
the extent of this activity. 
This opinion is based upon: 
Evaluation of Financial Standing 
1) An accurate evaluation of the financial standing of Don Watkins at any point in time 
is very difficult to understand, based on various financial records produced in this 
litigation. 
2) The transfer of assets from Don Watkins ownership appears to be inconsistent with 
any estate or asset management planning objective(s) I am aware of that would be 
appropriate for the Plaintiff. · 
3) It appears that over the time period of 2000 through 2009, that assets were diverted 
from the benefit of.Don Watkins. 
Additional doc:umentation and financial records have been requested to help further 
evaluate the extent of these financial dealings. 
Nursing Home Property 
After Don Watkins sold his Seattle based real estate in 1984, (upon which a previously 
owned Nursing Home.business operation was conducted) it appears that a unilateral move 
to refinance and liquidate debt encumbering the property that he no longer owned was 
directed by Brian Watkins. 
1) It is unclear why it would have been necessary, or even proper, in 2003, for the 
Plaintiff to refinance (payoff) a HUD loan encumbering Property that he sold in 1984. 
This substitute financing was accomplished through a personal loan secured by Don 
Watkins personal assets, at a time when he did not have an ownership interest in the 
Property on which the HUD loan was liquidated. 
2) I have reviewed various real estate related sale transaction documents and loan 
amortization schedules reflecting a partial history of the buyers' payments. 
Questionable Accounting 
From my .review of various financial reports and the accounting records maintained by the 
Defendants, for the Plaintiff, it is apparent that his records were not kept in accordance with 
normal business practices and procedures. 
1) I have reviewed various financial reports from the accounting and tax records 
produced in this matter. Records kept are very difficult to follow and to understand 




2) In records under .control of the Defendants, many transactions have been Improperly 
commingled ~n separate business and personal acco~nts. Additionally, 
transactions haye ~n condensed and summarized, thus prev-,ilting full disclosure 
of their business purpose. 
3) I have reviewed various summaries of business activities prepared by Denise 
McClure, ·cPA, CFE. ·. 
SUPPORTING DATA 
My opinion is based upon the above noted sources and Information and/or documents identified 




Tabla 1: Supporting Data 
1) First Amended Complaint 
2) Plaintiff's Reply to Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' Counterclaim. 
3) Various meetings and consultations with Merlyn Clark, Steve Smith and Steve Wieland. 
4) Various meetings and consultations with Jace Richards and Steve Neighbors. 
5) Various meeting and consultations with Denise McClure. 
6) Subpoena Duces Tecum issued to George Wadsworth, CPA, dated May 26, 2011. 
7) Zions Bank letter bates stamped BOW005586 - BDW005587. 
8) status Report dated July 18, 2011. · 
9) Cons1:frvator's lf1ventory (unsigned) dated December, 201 O 
10) Conservator's Accounting dated September 30, 2011. 
11) Conservator's Accounting dated 10/22/2012. 
12) Expert Report of Denise McClure, CPA, CFE and various related schedules developed 
in conjunction with her analysis. 
13) Various Qu1ckaooks fjnancial statements, generally covering the period of 2000 through 
2012, reflecting activity for the Parties and businesses involved in this litigation .. 
14) Estate Asset Allocation bates stamped BDW008762 - BDW008764. 
15) Settlement Agreement filed by the Second District Court on Jan. 1 o, 2000. 
16) Real Estate Contracts bates stamped BDW008885 - BDW008901 and BDW009694 -
BDW009708. 
17) Letter to Zions Bank bates stamped BDW005586 - BDW005587. 
18) Zions loan documents related to 2003 loan. 
19) Letter to Farmers & Merchants State Bank bates stamped BDW010306 - BDW010307. 
20) Responsive Affidavit dated April 1998. 
21) Letter from Arthur D. Watkins bates stamped BDW004636 - BDW004639. 





Tabla 1: Supporting Data· Continued 
23) Affidavit of Carolyn Pavloff dated August 28, 2012 and accompanying Exhibits. 







DENNIS R. REINSTEIN, CPAIABV, ASA, CVA 
Education: University of Idaho 
BS Agl'i-buslness, 197 4 
BS Business (Accounting), 1975 
Certification: Licensed in Idaho as CPA, 1976 
CVA designation, 1995 
Career 
Experience: 
ABV designation, 2001 
ASA designation, 2003 
Coles Reinstein, PLLC 
Partner 
Hooper Cornell, PLLC 
Partner 
November, 2012- Present 
January, 2002 - October 2012 
Presnell·Gage Accounting & Consulting 
Firm-wide supervisory responsibilities for business consulting services and 









Professional experience includes: 
July, 1989- December 31, 2001 
October, 1983 - June, 1989 
May, 1980-September, 1983 
1979-1980 
1975-1978 
(1) Valuation of small businesses and professional practices. 
(2) Assistance to clients with the analysis of business operations and 
significant business transactions. These include negotiations on purchase 
and sale of a business or business segments, including assistance with 
valuation of business entities. 
(3) Design and assist with implementation of financial accounting and control 
systems for various clients served by the firm. 
(4) Supervision of accounting and auditing services provided by the firm's 
professional staff and consultation on procedures and methods of providing 
client services. 
(5) Member of team conducting review of complex mainframe and 
microcompl.rter accounting systems. 
(6) Co-authored an~ presented eight-hour course on cash. management. 
Presented other client educational seminars and seminars to other service 
professionals such as bankers and attorneys. 
(7) Duties as a partner.;.in-charge included the responsibility for managing an 









DENNIS R. REINSTEIN, CPA/ABV, ASA, CVA (Continued) 
Farmer's Home Administration - Assistant County Supervisor, 1974. 
Duties included: 
(1) Evaluation of credit applications and preparation of application 
pa~es (Qr review and approval. 
(2) Residentiai real estate and farm appraisals. 
Idaho Society of CPAs, current member 
Past Chairman of Management of an Accounting Practice Committee 
Prior Member of Committees on 
Public Relations 
Continuing Professiqnal Education 
Relations with Bankers 
Nprthern Chapter of ldat,o Society of CPAs, past president 
American lhstitute of CPAs, current member 
American Society of Apprais,rs, current member - Busin~ Valuation 
National Association of Certified Valuation Analysts, current member 
Continental Association of CPAs, Past Chair of Litigation Services Committee 
and Information Technology Committee 
Boise Estate Planning Council, current member; Past - President, Vice 
President, Treasurer, Secretary and Program Chairman 
Prior Public Service 
and Community 
Act,..vities: 
Boi~e Chamber of Commerce 
Member of Small Business Recognition Sub-committee 
Member of Small Business Education and Advisory Sub-committee 
Chair of Small Business Committee 
Member of Garden City Chamber Council 
Discovery Center of Idaho, Vice President of Board 
Kiwanis 
Moscow Chamber of Commerce 
President, Vice President, Treasurer & Board member 
Moscow Executive Association 
Moscow Rotary 
Lewiston Chamber of Commerce 
Lewiston Jaycees 
Held various offices & a member of Board of Directors 
Prepared and presented accounting seminars for Human Advancement's 
Inc., Minority Contractors Awareness Seminars and the Lewis-Clark 
Homebuilders Association. . 
Taught night cl•ses In bookkeeping at the Clarkston Branch of Walla Walla 
Community College. · 
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PRIOR TESTIMONY - DENNIS R. REINSTEIN, CPAIABV.. ASA, CVA 
The following is a list of cases in which I have given recorded testimony in the last four years. 
1) George C. Turner. v. Russell E. and Victoria F. Turner 
Trial - Murphy, Idaho - July 2009 
2) Ronald R. Mccann. v. William V. McCann, Jr., et al. 
Hearing on Motion to Compel - Boise, Idaho - August 2009 
3) Darel Hardenbrook, et al. v. United Parcel Service, Co. 
Trial - Boise, Idaho - January 2010 
4) Jean-Michel Thirion, et al. v. Bre,nda E. Sangster. 
Hearing on Fees - Boise, Idaho - December 2010 
5) The City of Meridian v. Petra Incorporated 
Trial - Boise, Idaho - March 2011 
6) Tim. Hopkins.v. AdvantageSalf313·and.Mar~eting Holdings, LLC 
Trial - Bdise, Idaho .:... Deceni~r 2Q11 
7) Rodney Shaddox, et al. v. Daryl Kent MacCarter, M.D. 
Deposition- Boise, Idaho-January 2012 
8) Profits Plus Capital Management, LLC, et al. v. Jeffrey Podesta, et al. 
Trial- Boise, Idaho- February 2012 
9) MichaE:31 Arevalo v. Safe~can Imaging .Services, LLC, et al. 
D~position - Boise, Idaho -April 2012 
Court Hearing on Qualifications - Emmett, Idaho - May 2012 
Trial - Emmett, Idaho - May 2012 
10) Peggy Cedillo v. Farmers Insurance Company of Idaho 
Deposition - Boise, Idaho - October 2012 
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PUBLICATIONS/PRESENTATIONS- DENNIS R. REINSTEIN, CPAIABV, ASA, CVA 
The following is a list of publications I have authored or co-authored over the last 10 years. 
1) Litigation Questions, Problems & ~olutions: The Bench, Bar and Clients Speak Out. 
Participant on the client panel - presented to the Idaho State Bar Litigation Section on 
January 10, 2003. 
2) Using Business Valuations To Build An Estate - presented to the Boise Estate Planning 
Council on November 3, 2003. 
3) Business Valuation Basics - presented to the Boise Wells Fargo Business Bankers 
meeting on December 5, 2003. 
4) Business Valuation Basics: How to Use Valuation/Financial Theory to Increase the 
Value of Your Business - presented to TechHelp, Manufacturers Luncheon on January 
28, 2005. 
5) Tax Planning for Sales of Real Estate - sponsored by Premier Alliance on March 16, 
2005. . 
6) Valuation and .Credit Analysis: Similarities and Differences - presented to Boise area 
U.S. Bank business bankers on May 11, 2005. 
7) The Guideline Publicly Traded Company Method and The Market Value of "invested" 
Capital: Should Market Value of "Stakeholder" Capital be the Appropriate Reference -
Business Valuation Review; Summer, 2006. 
8) A Hybrid Restricted Stock/Pre-lPO Data Point: Lack of Marketability Discount for 
ESOP's. - Business Valuation Reyiew; Summer, 2007. 
9) Pension Plans and Closely-Held Companies: Valuing Tricky Assets in Divorce -
presented to the Idaho State Bar Association on May 9, 2008. 
10) Considerations in Starting a Dental Practice -
a) Presented to Idaho State University Dental School, November 11, 2008 
b) Presented to Idaho State University Dental School, January 12, 2010 
c) Presented to Idaho State University Dental School, June 20, 2011 
d) Presented to Idaho State University Dental School, March 19, 2012 
e) Presented to idaho State University Dental School, January 14, 2013 
11) Co-presenter on damages In Personal Injury litigation to various Treasure Valley area 
law firms - 2009. · 
12) An Update on Pl'()posed IRS' Appraiser Penalty Procedures - published In ISCPA 
Adjusting Entry, April 2010. · 
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PUBLICATIONS/PRESENTATIONS· DENNIS R. REINSTEIN· continued 
13) Co-presenter in "Accounting 101 Seminar for Attorneys" - sponsored by the National 
Business Institute, Boise,.ldaho August 12, 2010. 
14) Co-presenter in "Buy-Sell Agreements: Recipe for Success or Roadmap to Ruin?" -
a) Pret,;ented · to the Idaho State Bar - 201 O Advanced Estate Planning Seminar, 
September 11, 2010; 
b) Presented to the Business and Corporate Law Section of the Idaho State Bar, 
September 14, 2011. 
c) Presented to the Business Group of Holland & Hart, LLP, September 28, 2011. 
15) Co-presenter in "So You Think You Want To Be An Expert Witness?" - sponsored by 
the Idaho Society of CPA's, Boise, Idaho November 4, 2011. 
16) Inn of Court Program - participant on Lou Racine Team - presentation on "Overcoming 
Jury Bias Against Paid Experts & How to Utilize that Bjas Against Your Opponent's 
Experts· - Boise, Idaho April 18, 2012. 
QUALIFICATIONS· DENNIS R. REINSTEIN, CPAIABV. ASA. CVA 
See curriculum vitae attached. 
COMPENSATION· DENNIS R. REINSTEIN, CPAIABV. ASA. CVA 






~ R£CG~D~D- r;E.Qi1£~T (If 
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I f!,~,,.r. ~~ .. , &A.4\~ 
G~jj ~ ~OF A'ITO~Y/J;~ DEPHY . · ... 
2UBDNO -I ~MIO: 28 l 000 8803 9 . 
I. ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS. also known as DON WA1"K1NS, also known aa A. 
D. WATKINS, of ADA County, State of Idaho, designate and appojnt BRlAN D. WAT.KINS of 
ADA County, State ofidaho, as my attorney-in-fact and agent subsequently called "'agent", to 
act in my name and for my benefit. I grant to my agent full power and authority to do eve:rything 
necessary in exercising any o:f the powers herein granted as fully as I might or could do if 
personally present and fully competent, hereby ratifying and confmn.ing all that my agent shall 
lawfully do or cause to be done by virtue of this Power of Attorney and the powers herein 
granted. 
My agent she.11 have power to exercise or perform 
any act, power, duty, right or obligation whatsoever that r now have or may hereafter acquire, 
relating to any pCl'SOll, matter, transaction or property, real o:r: personal, tangible or intangible, 
now owned or hereafter acquired by me, including. without I.imitation, the powexs »pecifically 
enumerated in this inmument. Generally, my agent shall have power to do and perform all 
matters. transact Ill business. and male~, execute and aclcnowledge all contracts, orders. deed$, 
mortgages, teases. assignments, assmances, and mettum:eats oh:vcry kind, which may be 
requisite or proper to effectuate the purposes of this General' Power of Attorney. 
2.00 S]t0Ci:fic Powers. Without in any way limiting the generality of the power 
and authoritity .confeaed upon my agent by this iDstnunent, my agent shall have and may 
exercise each oftbe followmg specific powers: 
(a) P9!(« to Acquire and Sell. To acquire, purchase, exchange, 
grant options and sell, assign, release, convey, mortgage. hypothecate,. lease, and 
accept and talce possession ofrcal and personal property and interests therein, 





both tangi"ble and intangible, upon such tenns., conditions, and covenants as my 
agent shall deem proper and to sign, seal, execute and deliver and acknowledge 
such deeds, leases, contracts, assignments, indentures, agreements, mortgages, 
deeds of trust, bills of sale, security agreements and related fonns, exchange 
agreements, bills, bonds, notes, receipts, releases and satisfactions of mortgages, 
security interest, and judgments, and such other instruments in writing as shall be 
proper. 
(b) Borrowing and Banking Powers. To botrow moneys on my 
behalf and to sign, sea:1, execute, deliver and ac.knowledge on my behalf such 
promissory notes, bills, bonds, or other evidence of indebtedness and such 
mortgages, deeds of trusts, security agreements, pledges, or other documents to 
secure the payment of borrowed funds as my.agent shall deem proper. To make, 
receive, and endorse checks and drafts, deposit and withdraw funds, acquire and 
Te<leem certmcates of deposit, in bariks, saVU1gs and \oan associations, and other 
financial institutions, and to release such mortgages, deeds of trust, or other 
security instruments as may be necessary or proper in the exercise of the rights 
and powers herein granted. 
(c) Powers of Collection and PaymenL To forgive. request, demand, 
sue for, ree-0ver, collect, receive and hold all sums of money, debts, dues, 
commercial paper, checks, drafts, accounts, deposits, legacies, bequests, de-vises, 
notes, interests, stock certificates, bonds, dividends, certificattlS of deposit, 
armuities, pension. profit sharing, retirement, social security, medicare. insurance, 
and other contractual benefits and proceeds, atl documents of title, all property 
and property rights, real or persona!, intangible and tangible, and demands 
whatsoever, Uquidated or unliquidated, oow or hereafter owned by, or due, owing, 





payable or belonging to, me or in which I have or may hereafter acquire an 
interest; to have, use, and take all lawful means and equitable and l.egal remedies 
and proceedings in my name and for the collection and recovery thereof incluaing 
the enforcement of mortgages, deeds of trust and security instruments, and to 
adjust, sell, compromise, and agree for the same, and to execute and deliver for 
me, on my behalf: and in my name, all endorsements, releases, receipts, or other 
sufficient discharges for the same. To pay and discharge all debts and demands 
du.e and payable or which may hereafter become due and payable by n1e to any 
person or pmons whomsoever. 
(d) MaQae:ement Powers. To maintain, repair, improve, invest, 
manage, insure, rent, lease, encumber, partition and in any manner deal with any 
real or personal property; tangible or intangible, or any interest therein, that J now 
own or may hereafter acquire. upon such terms and conditions as my agent shall 
deem proper, and to transfer any or all ofmy assets to the trustee of any revocable 
living trust which I may have created. 
( e} Motor Vehicles.. To apply for a certificate of title upon, and 
endorse and transfer title to, any motQr vehicle, and to Tepresent ~n such transfer 
assignment that the title to said mQtor vehicle is free and clear of all liens and 
encumbrances exce}'t those specific~y set forth in such transfer assignment. 
{f} Business Inter~s. To conduct or participate in any lawful 
bU$incss of whatever nature; to execute partnership agreements and amendments 
thereto; to incorporate, reorganize. merge, consolidate, recapitalize, sen, liquidate 
or cilssolve any business; to elect or employ offic:eis, directors and agents; to cmy 
out the provisions of any agreemetlt for tM sale of sny business interest or the 





stock therein; and to exercise voting rights with respect to stock, either in person 
or by proxy, and excreisc stock option. 
(g) Tax Powers. To prepare, 5ign and file joint or separate income 
tax returns or declarations of estimated tax for any year Or years; to prepare, sign 
and file gift tax. tcturoS with respect to gifts made by me for my yr:ar or yeais; ta 
consent to any gift and to utmze any gift-splitting provision or other tax 
election; and to prepare, sign and file any claims for refund of any tax. 
(h) ~$ D$>qsit Boxes. To have access at any time or time.s to any 
safe deposit box rented by me, wheresoever located, and to remove all or any part 
of the contents thereof, and to surrender or relinquish said safe deposit box, and 
any institution in which sucb. safe deposit box may be l~ated s.biul DOt incm- any 
liability to me or my estate as ~ result of permitting my agent to eic:ercise this 
power. 
3.00 Revocabili:tY. This Power of Attorney is revocable, provided, that insofar as any 
govemzmmtal agency, bank, trust company, insurance company, trans.fer agent, or other person 
shall rely upon this power. this power nza.y bcnevoked cnly by a ®tic~ in writing cxocuted by 
me OT my agent and delivered to sucb persOll or institllfion. 
4. 00 lntemretation. This instrumellt is to be construed and interpreted as a General 
Power of Attome:y. The enumeration of specific powers herein is not intended to, nor does it, 
limit or restrict the general powers herein gr.inted to my agent 
SJ)O Disability of Principal. This General Power of Attorney shall not be affected by 





6.00 Third-Party R.oli~- Tb:rd parties may roly upon the representations ofmy 
agent as to all matters relating to any power granted to my agent, and no p«son who may act in 
reliarlee upon the repxesentatio..TJS ofmy agent or the authority grant~ to my agent shall incur any 
liability to me or my estate as a result ofpennitting my agent to exercise any power. 
7 .00 Goyeming Law. This General Pawer of Attomey is eittcutcd and delivered in 
the State ofidaho and the la'i'ls of the State of Idaho shall govern all questions as to the validity 
oftbis power and as to the construction of its provisions. 
8.00 Co~. This General Power of Attorney is executed in three counterparts. 
Each executed counteq>art of this General Power of Attorney shall have the force aod effect of 
this original. 
STA TB OF -£.CIL.u/Jl....,/Jo;,;_. _ _.J) 
) 
CoUtlty of {J,J tJwf . ....J 
ss. 
• . . • . OIL:tbis . day of October, 2000~ befin me. the undeusigocd, a Notary 
Pll&ti¢.-m.cand foraai4 State, ~y appeared AR.THUR DONALD WA'l'KlNS, known or 
ide~.' to me to be the ~whose name is subticribcd to the foregoing instrument, and 
a~d tome that he~ the same. 
IN WITNESS waERE.OF, I have b.emtnlo set niy band and affixed my official 
seal the day and year in this certificate first above written. 




Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 





A.M. ____ F_,L1~.~- jv& 
SEP 2 3 2013 
CHRJSTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
By JERI l•IEATON 
Ol!fi'UfV 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 













WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital 
Community composed thereof; and ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital 












CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
AFFIDAVIT OF DOUG WATKINS 
IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
AFFIDAVIT OF DOUG WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND 
VIRGINIA WATKINS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 1  R JG II\ . \ 
~ '· JJ,L. 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of Canyon ) 
DOUG WATKINS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. That I am one of the Defendants in the above entitled matter and as such have 
personal knowledge of the facts contained herein. 
2. I began working full time for my father Don Watkins in or about 1984. 
3. At that time, I was paid on an hourly basis by Don and would often work 
overtime. 
4. That arrangement changed in or about September 1993, when I began receiving a 
salary of$3,000 per month, although I continued to work full time. 
5. In about late 1994, my monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and, as a 
result of injuries and the reduced pay, I began to work fewer hours. 
6. When my salary was reduced from $3,000 per month to $1,000 per month, I was 
told by Brian that the reduction in salary would be made up upon the sale of the ranch in a lump-
sum amount. 
7. Don made multiple representations directly to me that, in exchange for our years 
of service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, my brothers and I would 
each receive $3,000 per month for life. 
8. Specifically, Don told me in about September 2000 that all of his sons, including 
me, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/disability benefit for our years of 
employment. 
9. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite the representations made to me, no lump sum 
was ever paid to me. 
AFFIDAVIT OF DOUG WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND 
VIRGINIA WATKINS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 2 
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10. After the sale of the ranch, my relationship with my father deteriorated to the 
point where we rarely speak to each other. Similarly, my relationship with Brian was strained as 
well. 
11. I continued to perform work for Don and his properties, however, instructions 
regarding work projects and what work needed to be done would usually go through Brian or 
Reva, the Manager of Access and Barret's. 
12. In about 2004, payroll taxes began being deducted from my monthly checks. 
13. I continued to receive monthly checks until about March 2009 at which time all 
checks stopped. 
14. In March 2009, the parties executed a Compensation Agreement whereby Don 
confirmed the previous agreement to pay me $3,000 per month for life as a retirement/disability 
benefit "[i]n consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee [Douglas Watkins] for Payor 
[Arthur Donald Watkins]." 
15. A true and correct copy of the Compensation Agreement is attached hereto as 
Exhibit A. 
16. Further, the Compensation Agreement provides that my wife, Virginia, would 
continue to receive the $3,000 per month for her life retirement benefit, if I preceded her in 
death. 
17. The Compensation Agreement was executed by Brian, as Don's "attorney in 
fact." 
18. At all times relevant hereto, I believed that Brian had the authority to execute the 
Compensation Agreement, as it was consistent with my understanding of the power of attorney 
as well as the previous representations made to me by Don. 
AFFIDAVIT OF DOUG WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND 
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19. Despite Don's promises and/or execution of the valid Compensation Agreement, I 
have received no retirement benefit payments as required since March 2009. 
20. Since 2000, I have spoken with my father Don approximately three (3) times. 
21. Those contacts consisted of brief telephone conversations where Don instructed 
me to speak to Brian or George Wadsworth (hereinafter, "George") regarding all matter relating 
to finances or compensation. 
22. Don's instructions to deal with Brian and/or George seemed logical to me since 
Brian was operating under Don's Power of Attorney and George was a licensed Certified Public 
Accountant and Don's son-in-law. 
23. In about April of 2004, I met my father in Las Vegas. 
24. Don refused to talk to me regarding family business but again instructed me to 
speak to Brian or George to address financial issues. 
25. At no time did I abuse my relationship with my father, Don. 
26. At no time did I perform any bookkeeping or accounting for my father or his 
comparnes. 
27. Bookkeeping was the responsibility of George and/or Brian. 
28. At no time did I have access to the financial records, accounting software, or 
Quickbooks at issue. 
29. I did not exert unfair persuasion or undue influence over Don, nor was the 
relationship between me and Don such that Don was susceptible to unfair persuasion or undue 
influence. 
30. I did not enter into any sort of agreement or plan with Brian or anyone else in an 
effort to deprive my father of his money. 
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31. I have never had information or reason to believe that Brian was acting outside his 
scope of authority with the Power of Attorney as the Compensation Agreement was consistent 
with previous representations made to me by Don on multiple occasions. 
32. As of the date of this Motion for Summary Judgment, Don has failed to pay me 
approximately $165,000.00 pursuant to the Compensation Agreement. 
33. Watkins Contracting began performing services for Don when it was incorporated 
in 1992. 
34. Since then, invoices were provided and paid. 
35. Watkins Contracting would be hired as general contract labor and would perform 
work at Don's various properties. 
36. I was known as a 'jack of all trades' and would perform work including general 
labor, maintenance, branding cows, and truck driving. 
3 7. Every invoice submitted by Watkins Contracting was accurate and true. 
38. From about 1993 to 1995, George Wadsworth would review and approve the 
mv01ces. 
39. Beginning in about 1995, Brian would review and approve the invoices and come 
to me with any questions. 
40. No invoice was fraudulently submitted or paid. 
41. Neither I nor Virginia associated with Brian, Gene or Robynlee in any activity 
that could be considered 'racketeering.' 
42. Neither I nor Virginia agreed with Brian, Gene or Robynlee to commit theft, 
fraud, deceit, or any other crime or wrongdoing against Don. 
43. Prior to the execution of the Compensation Agreement, neither I nor Virginia was 
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pro:vided with a notice of revocation of the Power of Attorney, written or otherwise. 
DATED this J.!l-day of September, 2013. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this _Lday of September, 2013. 
My commission expires: 7 /,,1 /,;;;e,/7 
I 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the J,..'?:1 day of September, 2013, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark D US Mail 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP D Overnight Mail 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
~ Hand Delivery 
P.O. Box 1617 D Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller D US Mail 
1202 1st St. S. D Overnight Mail 
P.O. Box 21 
~ Hand Delivery 
Nampa, ID 83653 D Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
William C. Tharp 
~ US Mail 
106 East Fourth Street D Overnight Mail 
Second Floor D Hand Delivery 
The Dalles, OR 97058 D Facsimile - No. 319-2601 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
~ Email - billctharp@gmail.com 
Jace A. Richards D US Mail 
Attorney at Law D Overnight Mail 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 ~ Hand Delivery 
Meridian, ID 83642 D Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
cm/T:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Affidavit of Doug in Support of 
SJ.docx 
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1 This Compensation Agreement (the "Agreement") dated the ~day of l1j0-~ . 2009, is entered into between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS ("Payor") and 
ARN LD DOUGLAS WATKINS {"Payee''). 
WITNESS ETH: 
A. The Payee has been solely employed by the Payor for a number of years 
without benefit of a qualified retirement program. 
B. Payor desires to compensate Payee by and through this Agreement for 
years of service as a retirement benefit. 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto hereby agree as follows: 
1. Payment.by Payor. In con&ideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee 
for Payor, Payor hereby agrees to pay to Payee periodic payments in the amount of $3,000 per 
month for as long as the Payee shall live. Payor aeknowledges and agrees that in the event he 
predeceases the Payee, that the obligation of Payor $hall bind Payor's estate. 
2. Upon the death of the Payee, all payments to be made hereunder shall 
continue to be made to the legal wife of Payee (currently Virginia Lee Watkins); upon the death 
of the wife of the Payee all payments to be made hereunder shall cease and terminate and this 
Agreement shall be fully satisfied. 
3. After the death of the Payor the periodic payment shall be further adjusted 
by the latest CPI (as defined below) at the commencement of each year of this Agreement, as 
follows: 
(a) The CPI sbal1 mean the "Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted West 
Region Average For All Items For All Utban Consumers, (1982-
84=100)," published monthly in the "Monthly Labor Review" of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. If 
this index is discontinued, the .. Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted 
West Region Average For All Items For Urban Wage Earners and Clerical 
Workers (1982-84=100)," published monthly in the "Monthly Labor 
Review'' of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department 
of Labot shall be used for maldng the computation set forth above. If this 
index is discontinued. comparable statistics on the purchasing power of 
the consumer dollar published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
United States Department of Labor shall be used for making the 
computation set forth above. If the Bureau of Labor Statistics shall no 
longer maintain statistics on the purchasing power of the consumer dollar, 
comparable statistics published by a responsible financial periodical or 
recognized authority mutually agreed upon by Payor and Payee and 
Tenant shall be used for making the computation set forth above. If the 





base year "(1982-84=100)" or other base year used in computing the CPI 
is changed, the figures used in making the computation above shall be 
changed accordingly, so that all increases in such price index are taken 
into accowit notwithstanding any such change in the base year. 
The CPI for the first full calendar month of the first year of payment 
hereof shall be the "Base Index" to compute Payment adjustments 
hereunder. The CPI for the first full calendar month of each successive 
year of the remainder of the term shall be the "Adjustment Index." (If the 
CPI for any Adjustment Index month is unavailable at the start of any year 
of the remainder of the term, then the adjustment shall be made when such 
CPI is available, and the adjustment in Base Payment shall be retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index has increased 
over the Base Index, then Base Payment payable under this Agreement 
commencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payment is made shall be determined by 
multiplying the Base Payment by a fraction, the nwnerator of which is the 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, in no event 
shall the Periodic Payment for any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year. 
4. Upon the death of Payor and within the meaning of Section 130(c) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1956, as amended (the "Code''), the estate of the Payor may make a 
"qualified assignment" to an assignee of Payor's obligations to make future periodic payments as 
described herein. Payee hereby consents to such an assignment to an assignee approved by 
Payee. Upon such assignment, such assignee or its designee shall mail future payments directly 
to Payee. 
5. Assignee may fund the Periodic Payments by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset," within the meaning of Section 130(d) of the Code, in the form ofan annuity 
policy with Payee designated as "measuring life" or "limiting life" under said contract. 
Payments made pursuant to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligations described herein. 
6. It is expressly understood that the Payee shall not have the right, without 
the express written consent of the Payor or the personal representative of Payor's estate to: 
(a) accelerate or defer said future payments to any time or vary in any respect 
the payments; 
(b) receive the present discounted value of future payments; 
(c) have any control of the investments or funds from which payments are 
made; 





(d) have any right to increase or decrease the payments; 
(e) change or modify the manner, mode or method of meeting any payments 
br discharging any obligations set forth in this Agreement; 
(f) have the power to sell, mortgage, encumber, or anticipate the future 
payments, or any part thereof, by assignment or otherwise. 
PAYOR: 
fhdh..1'°~ ~. 
Arthur Donald Watkins, 
by: Brian D. Watkins AITORNEY-IN-FACT 
STATEOF~. 
) ss. 
County of A· .. 0-. ) E- ~ _/ On ·•is · day of ()({'e.JA..., , 2009, before me ~ (, E. t?m ~ , personally appeared BRIAND. WATKINS, known or identified 
to me, to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to 
me that he executed the same. 
1N WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have hereunto·~ my hand and affixed my official 
seal the day and year in this certificate first above written. 
NOTARY 
Residing at_,_,. ...... ..:::....,..,~=-,~---
My Commission Expires ()I,. Q-2CJIS 





Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 





A.M. ____ P.M._+6'".,_.....___ 
SEP! J 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By JERI HEATON 
OEPUTV 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, an ) 
individual, ) CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
) 
Plaintiff, ) AFFIDAVIT OF VIRGINIA 
) WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF 
-vs- ) DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR 
) SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; and ARNOLD ) 
DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of Canyon ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. That I am one of the Defendants in the above entitled matter and as such have 
personal knowledge of the facts contained herein. 
2. At no time did my husband Doug or I abuse our relationship with Don, Doug's 
father. 
3. At no time did I perform any bookkeeping or accounting for Don or his 
companies. 
4. At no time did I have access to the financial records, accounting software, or 
Quickbooks at issue. 
5. I did not exert unfair persuasion or undue influence over Don, nor was the 
relationship between me and Don such that Don was susceptible to unfair persuasion or undue 
influence. 
6. I did not enter into any sort of agreement or plan with Brian or anyone else in an 
effort to deprive Don of his money. 
7. I have never had information or reason to believe that Brian was acting outside his 
scope of authority with the Power of Attorney as the Compensation Agreement was consistent 
with previous representations made to Doug by Don on multiple occasions. 
8. Neither Doug nor I associated with Brian, Gene or Robynlee in any activity that 
could be considered 'racketeering.' 
9. Neither Doug nor I agreed with Brian, Gene or Robynlee to commit theft, fraud, 
deceit, or any other crime or wrongdoing against Don. 
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,• 
10. Prior to the execution of the Compensation Agreement, neither Doug nor I was 
provided with a notice of revocation of the Power of Attorney, written or otherwise. 
I .(' . 
~~d~ 
Virg · Watkins 
DATED this _j_J_ day of September, 2013. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this -J£ty of September, 2013. 
My commission expires: ?pf1;;,p1', 
AFFIDAVIT OF VIRGINIA WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS 
AND VIRGINIA WATKINS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 3 
000323
. . 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the 2l~day of September, 2013, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
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Jace A. Richards 
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COME NOW, Defendants/Counterclaimants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius & 
Associates, PLLC, pursuant to Rule 56( c) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby 
submits this Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment. 
INTRODUCTION 
On October 24, 2000, Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins (hereinafter, "Plaintiff' or "Don") 
executed a General Power of Attorney appointing his son, Defendant Brian Watkins (hereinafter, 
"Brian"), "as Plaintiffs attorney-in-fact and agent." First Amended Complaint, p. 4. On 
November 6, 2009, Plaintiff initiated this lawsuit against some of his children alleging multiple 
causes of action arising out of alleged misconduct on the part of Brian with respect to the Power 
of Attorney. 
While most of the allegations appear to be directed at Brian, Plaintiff asserted several 
causes of actions against his son, Arnold Douglas Watkins (hereinafter, "Doug") and his wife, 
Virginia Watkins (hereinafter, "Virginia"), including: rescission, fraud/deceit, constructive trust, 
unjust enrichment, conversion, civil RICO, and breach of contract. 
On, January 12, 2012, Doug and Virginia answered the Complaint and asserted a 
counterclaim for breach of contract and breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing 
seeking enforcement of a Compensation Agreement. 
As demonstrated below, there are no genuine issues of material fact precluding summary 
judgment on six of Plaintiff's claims against Doug and Virginia. Moreover, there are no issues 
of material fact with respect to the counterclaim. 
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SUMMARY OF UNDISPUTED FACTS 
1. Doug began working full time for his father Don in or about 1984. Affidavit of Doug 
Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment (hereinafter, "Aff. Doug 
Watkins"). 
2. At that time, Doug was paid on an hourly basis by Don and would often work overtime. 
Id. 
3. That arrangement changed in or about September 1993, when Doug began receiving a 
salary of $3,000 per month, although he continued to work full time. Id. 
4. In about late 1994, Doug's monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and, as a result of 
injuries and the reduced pay, he began to work fewer hours. Id. 
5. In 1998, during the pendency of the Don's divorce from his then wife, Leila Watkins, 
Don submitted an affidavit confirming his obligation to Doug. Under oath, Arthur attested as 
follows: 
The Respondent [Don Watkins] has obligations to three (3) of his sons in a 
combined amount of $5,300.00 per month. $3,000 per month is being paid to 
Brian, a son who was injured while working on Respondent's ranch. $1,000.00 is 
being paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by working on the ranch. 
$1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was injured when he was working for a 
business the Respondent used to own in Boise, Idaho. These three (3) sons are 
unable to hold full time jobs because of the injuries they received while working 
for Respondent. The Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since 
approximately 1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's marriage to Petitioner. 
Without these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain themselves 
and their families. This is not being done as a charity, but because of an obligation 
owed by Respondent .... 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment, Ex. A (emphasis added). 
6. When his salary was reduced from $3,000 per month to $1,000 per month, Doug was told 
by Brian that the reduction in salary would be made up upon the sale of the ranch in a lump-sum 
amount. A.ff of Doug Watkins. 
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7. Don made multiple representations directly to Doug that, in exchange for their years of 
service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, his sons would each receive 
$3,000 per month for life. Id. 
8. Specifically, Don told Doug in about September 2000 that all of his sons, including 
Doug, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/disability benefit for their years of 
employment. Id. 
9. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite the representations made to Doug, no lump sum was 
ever paid to Doug. Id. 
10. After the sale of the ranch, Doug's relationship with his father deteriorated to the point 
where they rarely speak to each other. Id. 
11. Doug continued to perform work for Don and ,his properties, however, instructions 
regarding work projects and what work needed to be done would usually go through Brian. Id. 
12. In about 2004, payroll taxes began being deducted from Doug's monthly checks. Id. 
13. Doug continued to receive monthly checks until about March 2009 at which time all 
checks stopped. Id. 
14. In March 2009, the parties executed a Compensation Agreement whereby Don confirmed 
the previous agreement to pay Doug $3,000 per month for life as a retirement/disability benefit 
"[i]n consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee [Douglas Watkins] for Payor [ Arthur 
Donald Watkins]." A true and correct copy of the Compensation Agreement is attached to the 
A.ff of Doug Watkins as Exhibit A. 
15. Further, the Compensation Agreement provides that Virginia would continue to receive 
the $3,000 per month for her life retirement benefit, if Doug preceded her in death. Id. 
16. The Compensation Agreement was executed by Brian, as Don's "attorney in fact." Id. 
17. At all times relevant hereto, Doug believed that Brian had the authority to execute the 
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Compensation Agreement, as it was consistent with his understanding of the power of attorney 
as well as the previous representations made to Doug by Don. Id. 
18. Despite Don's promises and/or execution of the valid Compensation Agreement, Doug 
has received no retirement benefit payments as required since March 2009. Id. 
19. Since 2000, Doug has spoken with his father Don approximately three (3) times. Id. 
20. Those contacts consisted of brief telephone conversations where Don instructed Doug to 
speak to Brian or George Wadsworth (hereinafter, "George") regarding all matter relating to 
finances or compensation. Id. 
21. Don's instructions to deal with Brian and/or George seemed logical to Doug since Brian 
was operating under Don's Power of Attorney and George was a licensed Certified Public 
Accountant and Don's son-in-law. Id. 
22. In about April of 2004, Doug met his father in Las Vegas. Id. 
23. Don refused to talk to Doug regarding family business but again instructed him to speak 
to Brian or George to address financial issues. Id. 
24. At no time did Doug abuse his relationship with his father, Don. Id. 
25. At no time did Doug perform any bookkeeping or accounting for his father or his father's 
companies. Id. 
26. Bookkeeping was the responsibility of George and/or Brian. Id. 
27. At no time did Doug have access to the financial records, accounting software, or 
Quickbooks at issue. Id. 
28. Doug did not exert unfair persuasion or undue influence over Don, nor was the 
relationship between Doug and Don such that Don was susceptible to unfair persuasion or undue 
influence. Id. 
29. Doug did not enter into any sort of agreement or plan with Brian or anyone else in an 
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effort to deprive his father of money. Id. 
30. Doug has never had information or reason to believe that Brian was acting outside his 
scope of authority with the Power of Attorney as the Compensation Agreement was consistent 
with previous representations made to Doug by Don on multiple occasions. Id. 
31. As of the date of this Motion for Summary Judgment, Don has failed to pay 
approximately $165,000.00 pursuant to the Compensation Agreement. Id. 
32. As this sum is wages pursuant to Idaho law, Doug is entitled to have this amount trebled. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Standard of Review 
I.R.C.P. 56 (b) provides: 
A party against whom a claim, counterclaim, or cross-claim is asserted or 
a declaratory judgment is sought may, at any time, move with or without 
supporting affidavits for a summary judgment in that party's favor as to all or any 
part thereof. Provided, a motion for summary judgment must be filed at least 60 
days before the trial date, or filed within 7 days from the date of the order setting 
the case for trial, whichever is later, unless otherwise ordered by the court. 
Summary judgment is appropriate when there are no genuine issues of material fact 
relating to the liability of the moving party and the moving party is thus entitled to judgment as a 
matter of law. King v. Lang, 136 Idaho 905, 908-09, 42 P.3d 698, 701-02 (2002). In order to 
determine whether judgment should be entered as a matter of law, the court must examine the 
pleadings, depositions, affidavits, and admissions on file. Roberts v. Wyman, 135 Idaho 690,694, 
23 P.3d 152, 156 (Ct. App. 2000). 
Generally, when considering a motion for summary judgment, the court "'liberally 
construes the record in a light most favorable to the party opposing the motion and draws all 
reasonable inferences and conclusions in that party's favor."' King, 136 at 909, 42 P.3d at 702 
(quoting Brooks v. Logan, 130 Idaho 574, 576, 944 P.2d 709, 711 (1997). A mere scintilla of 
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evidence or only slight doubt as to the facts, however, is insufficient to withstand summary 
judgment; there must be sufficient evidence upon which a jury could reasonably return a verdict 
resisting the motion. Harpole v. State, 131 Idaho 437, 439, 958 P.2d 594, 596 (1998). 
Moreover, a party opposing summary judgment cannot demand a trial simply because of 
the "speculative possibility that a material issue of fact may appear at that time." Heath v. 
Honker's Mini-Mart, Inc., 134 Idaho 711, 714, 8 P.3d 1254, 1257 (Ct. App. 2000). Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 56( e) is identical to its federal counterpart and, thus, federal law is instructive in 
an analysis of whether summary judgment is appropriate in this matter. Id at 713, 8 P.3d at 
1256. It is not the intent of F.R.C.P. 56, nor is it the intent of I.R.C.P. 56, "to preserve purely 
speculative issues of fact for trial." Id., 8 P.3d at 1256 (quoting Exxon Corp. v. Fed. Trade 
Comm 'n, 663 F.2d 120, 128 (D.C. Cir. 1980). 
Here, even after drawing all reasonable inferences in Plaintiffs favor, no issue of 
material fact exists. Therefore, Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary 
judgment on all claims asserted against them. Additionally, no issues of material fact exist as to 
Doug and Virginia Watkins's counterclaim. Therefore, they are entitled to summary judgment on 
their counterclaim. 
B. Defendant Doug Watkins is entitled to Summary Judgment on Plaintiff's claim of 
Fraud/Deceit 
In the First Amended Complaint, Plaintiff alleges that Doug committed fraud against 
Plaintiff. Most of the allegations of this cause of action appear to be levied at Brian. First 
Amended Complaint, pp. 18-20. The only allegations related to Doug are found at paragraphs 
100-105 and deal exclusively with the assertion that Doug represented to Plaintiff that he was 
employed by Plaintiff. Id. As explained below, Doug is entitled to summary judgment on this 
claim. 
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In order for the plaintiff to prevail on his fraud claim asserted against Doug, Don has the 
burden of proving each of the following propositions: 
1. That the defendant made to plaintiff a statement or promise of existing fact; 
2. That the promise or representation was false; 
3. That the promise or representation was material under all the circumstances; 
4. That when the defendant made the promise or representation, he knew it was 
false; 
5. That the defendants intended that the plaintiff should act on the basis of the 
promise or representation in about the manner in which he did act; 
6. That the plaintiff did not know that the promise or representation was false; 
7. That the plaintiff did rely on the truth of the promise or representation in his 
subsequent actions; 
8. That the plaintiff acted reasonably under all the circumstances in relying upon the 
promise or representation. 
9. That the plaintiff suffered damages that were proximately caused by his reliance 
on defendants' promise or representation; 
10. The nature and extent of the plaintiffs damages and the amount thereof. 
Hudson v. Cobbs, 797 P.2d 1322, 118 Idaho 474 (1990). 
The party alleging fraud must support the existence of each of the elements of the cause 
of action for fraud by pleading with particularity the factual circumstances constituting fraud. 
I.R.C.P. 9(b); Theriault v. A.H Robins, 108 Idaho 303, 307,698 P.2d 365, 369 (1985); Galaxy 
Outdoor Advertising v. Idaho Transp. Dep't, 109 Idaho 692, 710 P.2d 602 (1985); see Witt v. 
Jones, 111 Idaho 165, 722 P.2d 474(1986). Furthermore, the party alleging an action 
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for fraud has the burden of proving all these elements at trial by clear and convincing evidence. 
Faw v. Greenwood, 101 Idaho 387,613 P.2d 1338 (1980); Smith v. King, 100 Idaho 331,597 
P.2d 217 (1979); Gneiting v. Clement, 96 Idaho 348,528 P.2d 1283 (1974). 
Since this case was originally filed on November 6, 2009 - nearly four years ago - Don 
has not met his requirement of demonstrating with particularity the elements of fraud alleged 
against Doug. The only allegation in the Amended Complaint is that "Doug represented to 
Plaintiff' that he was employed by Plaintiff and that "on information and belief' Doug submitted 
"fabricated invoices." Amended Complaint, p. 19. 
Don has not provided an explanation of exactly what invoices he contends are fabricated. 
The vast majority of invoice payments to Doug occurred in the late 1990's and early 2000's. 
Clearly, any claim relating to these would be barred by the applicable statute of limitations. Don 
has not provided an explanation of when the alleged fabricated invoices were submitted. Don has 
not provided an explanation as to the basis of his "belief' that such invoices were fabricated. 
Don has not provided any evidence of damage allegedly caused by Doug. 
In fact, Doug's affidavit conclusively and affirmatively demonstrates that no fraudulent 
activity occurred. Watkins Contracting began performing services for Don in 1992 when it was 
incorporated. A.ff. of Doug Watkins. Since then, invoices were provided and paid. Id. Watkins 
Contracting would be hired as general contract labor and would perform work at Don's various 
properties. Id Doug was known as a 'jack of all trades' and would perform work including 
general labor, maintenance, branding cows, and truck driving. Id. 
Every invoice submitted was accurate and true. Id. From about 1993 to 1995, George 
Wadsworth would review and approve the invoices. Id. Beginning in about 1995, Brian would 
review and approve the invoices and come to Doug with any questions. Id. No invoice was 
fraudulently submitted or paid. Id. Don cannot provide any evidence to refute these facts. 
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Even if Don was truly unaware that Doug continued to work and receive payments after 
the sale of the ranch, summary judgment is still appropriate because Brian had actual authority 
pursuant to the Power of Attorney to request and pay for Doug's services. Moreover, Brian had 
apparent authority to authorize and pay for Doug's services. This is true regardless of what 
Don's subjective belief was regarding Doug's employment. 
Additionally, given the affidavit submitted in his divorce action, it is disingenuous for 
Don to now argue that he was unaware of the employment agreement between him and Doug, or 
that the agreement did not exist. As of April 1998, Don was undeniably aware of Doug's injuries 
sustained working on the ranch. Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. A. In fact, Don acknowledged that the 
injuries sustained were severe enough to prevent Doug from working full time. Id. Finally, Don 
acknowledged that the requirement to pay Doug on a monthly basis was an "obligation" rather 
than "charity." Id. 
Quite simply, Don cannot meet his burden on proving fraud by clear and convincing 
evidence against Doug. The unrefuted affidavit of Doug Watkins conclusively establishes that no 
"fabricated" invoices were ever submitted to Don. Their affidavits also establish that Doug and 
Virginia participated in no fraudulent activity whatsoever. As such, Doug and Virginia are 
entitled to summary judgment on Don's claim of fraud. 
C. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on 
Plaintiff's claim of Rescission of Settlement and Release Agreement and 
Compensation Agreement 
Don also asserts a cause of action against Doug and Virginia for Rescission of Settlement 
and Release Agreement and Compensation Agreement. First Amended Complaint, pp. 17-18. 
Rescission is an equitable remedy which ideally brings the parties to their pre-contract 
status quo. Murr v. Selag Corp., 113 Idaho 773, 777, 747 P.2d 1302, 1306 (Ct.App.1987) 
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(citing Blinzle v. Andrews, 94 Idaho 215,485 P.2d 957 (1971), overruled on other grounds; 
Barnard & Son, Inc. v. Akins, 109 Idaho 466, 708 P.2d 871(1985)). It abrogates the contract and 
restores parties to their original position, as if the contract had never occurred. Primary Health 
Network, Inc. v. State, Dep't of Admin., 137 Idaho 663, 668, 52 P.3d 307, 312 (2002). Rescission 
is the proper remedy where there is a mutual mistake of fact that is material or fundamental to 
the contract. Murr, 113 Idaho at 777, 747 P.2d at 1306 (citations omitted). "[M]utual mistake 
permits a party to rescind or modify a contract as long as the mistake is so substantial and 
fundamental as to defeat the object of that party." Primary Health Network, Inc., 137 Idaho at 
668, 52 P.3d at 312 (citing United States v. Fowler, 913 F.2d 1382 (9th Cir.1990)). 
Rescission cannot be granted if the party seeking that remedy fails to prove a ground for 
invoking that remedy. Ervin Constr. Co. v. Van Orden, 125 Idaho 695, 700, 874 P.2d 506, 511 
(1993) ("Rescission is not available, however, where the breach of contract is only incidental and 
subordinate to the main purpose of the contract."); Bethlahmy v. Bechtel, 91 Idaho 55, 68,415 
P.2d 698, 711 (1966). 
Further, under the common law, it 1s well established that the party 
seeking rescission must act promptly once the grounds for rescission arise. Farr v. Mischler, 129 
Idaho 201, 205, 923 P.2d 446, 450 (1996), citing Blinzler v. Andrews, 94 Idaho 215, 218,485 
P.2d 957,960 (1971). "Once a party treats a contract as valid after the appearance of facts giving 
rise to a right of rescission, the right of rescission is waived." Id 
Here, the basis for the claim of rescission appears to be based on the same allegations of 
fraud as analyzed above. Because Don cannot demonstrate Doug and Virginia committed fraud, 
Don's claim for rescission necessarily fails. 
The only other allegation with respect to this cause of action made by Don in reference to 
Doug and Virginia is that Doug abused his relationship with his father "by exercising unfair 
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persuasion and undue influence over Plaintiff." This assertion is merely argument and is 
conclusory. Don has produced no evidence to support this allegation. Doug had very limited 
contact with his father after 2000 (and what contact he had was strained) and did nothing to 
exercise unfair persuasion or undue influence over his father. A.ff. of Doug Watkins. 
As demonstrated in detail below, Don is estopped from denying the existence of his 
obligation because of the affidavit supplied in his divorce action in Utah. For that same reason, 
Don's claim of rescission necessarily fails as well. 
Because Don cannot provide any evidence of grounds g1vmg nse to a claim for 
rescission, Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on this 
claim. 
D. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on the 
claim of Unjust Enrichment 
A claim for unjust enrichment consists of three elements: (1) the plaintiff conferred a 
benefit upon the defendant; (2) appreciation by the defendant of such benefit; and (3) acceptance 
of the benefit under circumstances such that it would be inequitable for the defendant to retain 
the benefit without paying for its value. Vanderford Co., Inc. v. Knudson, 144 Idaho 547, 558, 
165 P.3d 261, 272 (2007). 
Plaintiffs Amended Complaint again contains only vague allegations with respect to the 
basis for his unjust enrichment claim. First Amended Complaint, p. 21. It appears that this claim, 
like the other claims asserted is conditioned on a finding that Doug and Virginia "received 
property that rightfully belongs to Plaintiff." As detailed throughout, Don has provided only 
assertions and argument that Doug and Virginia wrongfully received property belonging to Don. 
No evidence has been provided that Doug or Virginia participated in any wrongdoing or in any 
scheme to defraud Don. No evidence has been submitted that would allow a trier of fact to 
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conclude that any money received was improper. Rather, those base allegations have been 
affirmatively refuted. 
Moreover, Don can prove no set of facts that would show that equity allow Don to 
recover on unjust enrichment. As provided throughout, Don's allegations of wrongdoing appear 
to be levied mostly at Brian, and to a lessor extent, Gene. See First Amended Complaint. 
Therefore, Defendants are entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's claim of unjust 
enrichment. 
E. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on the 
claim of Conversion 
A cause of action for conversion accrues as soon as the property is wrongfully taken or 
retained. Davidson v. Davidson, 68 Idaho 58, 63, 188 P.2d 329, 334 (1947); Havird v. Lung, 19 
Idaho 790, 115 P. 930 (1911). The applicable statute oflimitations for conversion is three years. 
I.C. § 5-218. Plaintiff alleges, "As described in detail throughout this Amended Complaint, each 
Defendant gained dominion over Plaintiffs property." First Amended Complaint, p. 22. The 
Plaintiff filed his initial Complaint on November 6, 2009. Therefore, any alleged property 'taken 
or retained' prior to November 6, 2006 is time-barred. 
As best Doug and Virginia can determine from the sparse allegations related to 
conversion set forth in the First Amended Complaint, Don is claiming conversion with respect to 
proceeds from the Locust Grove property; proceeds from the sale of Simco Land & Livestock, 
Inc.; and the Compensation Agreement. 
While Doug and Virginia vehemently deny any wrongdoing with respect to these issues, 
the statute of limitation has run with respect to the Locust Grove and Simco Land & Livestock, 
Inc. property sales. The Locust Grove sale was effectuated in 2005. See First Amended 
Complaint, pp. 8-9. The sale of Simco Land & Livestock, Inc. was effectuated even earlier, in 
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2002. A.ff. of Doug Watkins. 
As described below and alleged in Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' counterclaim, 
the Compensation Agreement cannot be a basis of conversion as it is a valid binding contract 
which Don has breached by refusing to tender amounts due. As such, no claim for conversion 
may be had with reference to the Compensation Agreement. 
Because Don has failed to raise an issue of material fact with respect to his claim of 
conversion, Doug and Virginia are entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
F. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on 
Plaintiff's claim of Civil RICO 
Don next asserts a cause of action for "Civil RICO." First Amended Complaint, pp. 22-
23. "Racketeering" means any act chargeable under the enumerated list of predicate acts in 
Idaho Code 18-7803(a)(l)-(21). Mannos v. Moss, 143 Idaho 927, 155 P.3d 1166 (2007). To 
succeed on a claim for racketeering, both the existence of an enterprise and predicate act must be 
proven. Id. 
The only "predicate act" listed in Idaho Code§§ 18-7803(a)(l)-(21) that is even alleged 
by Don is "fraud." As demonstrated above, Don cannot establish a claim of fraud against Doug 
and Virginia. 
Even assuming, however, that all of Don's allegations are true, there is no act identified 
that is chargeable as to Doug and Virginia. In other words, none of the following crimes fit 
Don's allegations: 
I.C. 18-2403: Theft 
I.C. 18-2706: Presentation of Fraudulent Accounts 
I.C. 18-3002: Receiving Money or Property under False Personation 
I.C. 18-3101: Pyramid Promotional Schemes 
I.C. 18-3124: Fraudulent Use of a Financial Transaction Card or Number 
I.C. 18-3125: Criminal Possession of Financial Transaction Card ... 
I.C. 18-3126: Misappropriation of Personal Identifying Information 
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Theft of Telecommunication Services 
Insurance Fraud 
Damage to or Destruction of Insured Property 
False Financial Statements 
Quite simply, the Don has not provided Doug and Virginia or this court with any 
evidence that Doug and Virginia engaged in an enumerated "predicate act" to constitute 
"racketeering." As such, Doug and Virginia are entitled to summary judgment on Don's claim 
for racketeering. 
Further, Doug and Virginia Watkins' affidavits affirmatively demonstrate that no claim 
of racketeering can be proven. Neither Doug nor Virginia associated with Brian, Gene or 
Robynlee in any activity that could be considered 'racketeering.' A.ff. of Doug Watkins; A.ff. of 
Virginia Watkins. Neither Doug nor Virginia agreed with Brian, Gene or Robynlee to commit 
theft, fraud, deceit, or any other crime or wrongdoing against Don. Id. 
As was the case in Mannas, Plaintiff merely implies that Defendants comprised a 
common enterprise. Mannas, 155 P.3d at 1175 (stating that the complaint "set about on a pattern 
of racketeering by engaging in at least two (2) incidents of racketeering, thus implying that Todd 
and Terry comprise the enterprise - i.e. a group of individuals associated in fact. However, 
Mannos never alleged, nor produced any evidence establishing, that Todd and Terry associated 
or agreed to engage in any of the predicate acts"). Based upon that fact, the Idaho Supreme Court 
affirmed the decision to dismiss the racketeering claim. Similarly here, there is no allegation, let 
alone evidence, that Doug or Virginia "associated or agreed to engage in any of the predicate 
acts, nor that they shared a common purpose to engage in a predicate act." Id. As such, the claim 
for racketeering must be dismissed. 
Finally, in order to assert a claim for racketeering, Don must demonstrate that Doug and 
Virginia "engaged in at least (2) incidents of racketeering conduct." Id., p. 1174. Again, Don has 
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provided no evidence of one incident of racketeering conduct as to Doug and Virginia, let alone 
two. 
Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff has failed to raise an issue of material fact with respect 
to his claim for Civil RICO against Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins. As such, summary 
judgment on this claim is appropriate. 
G. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on the 
claim of Constructive Trust 
A constructive trust arises where legal title to property has been obtained through actual 
fraud, misrepresentations, concealments, taking advantage of one's necessities, or under 
circumstances otherwise rendering it unconscionable for the holder of legal title to retain 
beneficial interest in the property. Witt v. Jones, 772 P.2d 474, 111 Idaho 165 (1986). Davenport 
v. Burke, 30 Idaho 599, 167 P. 481 (1917). To the extent appellant's claim of constructive trust is 
premised on fraudulent acts, it is essential that appellant plead with particularity factual 
allegations of such fraud. Witt, 111 Idaho at 168; I.R.C.P. 9(b ). 
There are three essential elements to a claim for constructive trust. First, the party seeking 
to impose a constructive trust must have parted with property as a result of wrongful conduct of 
another. Erb v. Kohnke, 121 Idaho at 336, 824 P.2d at 911. Second, there must be identifiable 
property to serve as the res upon which a trust can be imposed. 76 Am. Jur.2d Trust, § 175 
(2010). Third, the persons to be charged as the constructive trustee must have possession of the 
res. 76 Am. Jur.2d Trusts, § 175. 
A constructive trust takes effect at the time of the wrongful act, and traces funds gained 
by the act until the rightful recovery is made." Andre v. Morrow, 106 Idaho 455, 463, 680 P.2d 
1355, 1363 (1984). A party seeking to impose a constructive trust must adequately trace the 
fraudulently obtained funds to the acquisition of any specific property upon which the party 
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seeks to impose a constructive trust. Id. Where money is the asset upon which the constructive 
trust is based, it is necessary that specific amounts be identified and located, either by tracing the 
money to a specific and existing account or, where the funds have been converted into another 
type of asset, such as the purchase of real property, the money must be traced into that item of 
property. 76 Am. Jur. 2d Trusts § 273 (2010). Where the wrongfully acquired property cannot be 
traced into any product, the party from whom the property was taken has only a personal claim 
against wrongdoer and no claim for constructive trust. Id. 
Again, Don's utter failure to establish fraud, conversion, or any wrongdoing on the part 
of Doug and Virginia is fatal to Don's claim of constructive trust. Therefore, Defendants Doug 
and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
Furthermore, Don has identified Denise McClure, CPA, CFE and Dennis Reinstein, 
CPA/ABV, ASA, CVA as experts in this matter. Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. B, Expert Reports. 
Neither disclose any opinions that Doug or Virginia engaged in any wrongdoing or committed 
any impropriety. Id. Ms. McClure opined that "a full and complete accounting of all activity is 
virtually impossible." Id. She further notes that "The absence of bank statements, tax returns and 
closing documents further complicated my attempts to trace dispositions of Don's assets during 
the period in question." Id. Finally, she notes that she "could not trace funds to Don's personal 
accounts from 2000 through March 2004 .... " Id. Mr. Reinstein's report does not attempt to trace 
the money Plaintiff alleges was improperly utilized. Id. Because Plaintiff cannot trace funds he 
alleges were improperly utilized, no claim for constructive trust exists and Defendants are 
entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
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H. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on their 
counterclaim for Plaintiff's Breach of the Compensation Agreement 
In a breach of contract action, a valid contract must first be established. A valid 
contract must be "complete, definite and certain in all its material terms, or contain provisions 
which are capable in themselves of being reduced to certainty." Lawrence v. Jones, 124 Idaho 
748, 750-751, 864 P.2d 194, 196 - 197 (Idaho App.,1993) (citing Giacobbi Square v. PEK Corp., 
105 Idaho 346, 348, 670 P.2d 51, 53 (1983). In contract actions, the court must first determine as 
a question of law whether the contract at issue is ambiguous. Bakker v. Thunder Spring-
Wareham, LLC., 141 Idaho 185, 190, 108 P.3d 332, 337 (2005) citing Lamprecht v. Jordan, 
LLC, 139 Idaho 182, 185-86, 75 P.3d 743, 746-47 (2003). Once the court makes such 
determination, a clear and unambiguous contract is interpreted as a question of law and given its 
plain meaning, while an ambiguous contract is interpreted as a question of fact. Id. 
In this case, the Compensation Agreement is clear and unambiguous. Pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement, Doug and Virginia are entitled to enforce the terms of the agreement. 
As such, Doug is entitled to $3,000 per month beginning March 2009 and continuing until his 
death. Doug has not received any of the $3,000 monthly payments as required. Watkins Ajf. 
Brian executed the Compensation Agreement as the agent of Don. For an agent to bind a 
principal to a third party in contract the agent must have actual or apparent authority. Podolan v. 
Idaho Legal Aid Servs., Inc., 123 Idaho 937, 944, 854 P.2d 280, 287 (Ct.App.1993). Actual 
authority may be either express or implied. Landvik by Landvik v. Herbert, 130 Idaho 54, 58, 936 
P.2d 697, 701 (Ct.App.1997). Express authority occurs when a principal explicitly authorizes 
an agent to act on the principal' s behalf. Implied authority derives from those actions necessary 
to accomplish an act expressly authorized. Id. Apparent authority occurs when a principal by 
words or actions voluntarily places an agent in such a position that an ordinary person of 
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business prudence would believe the agent is acting pursuant to existing authority. Id. at 59,936 
P.2d 697. A court may make a finding of apparent authority to protect third parties but only 
where the third party was not on notice of the scope of the agent's actual authority. Thomson v. 
Sunny Ridge VIII. P'ship, 118 Idaho 330,332, 796 P.2d 539, 541 (Ct.App.1990). 
Don concedes that Brian had express authority via the power of attorney that was 
executed. First Amended Complaint, p. 4. Don, however, contends that Brian exceeded his 
authority by entering into the Compensation Agreements with Don's sons. A review of the 
power of attorney at issue conclusively demonstrates that Brian indeed had express authority to 
execute the Compensation Agreement and that Doug was entitled to rely upon that authority. 
The General Power of Attorney, executed October 24, 2000, states in part: 
General Grant of Power. My agent shall have power to exercise or perform any 
act, power, duty, right or obligation whatsoever that I now have or may hereafter 
acquire, relating to any person, matter, transaction or property, real or personal, 
tangible or intangible, now owned or hereafter acquired by me, including, without 
limitation, the powers specifically enumerated in this instrument. Generally, my 
agent shall have power to do and perform all matters, transact all business, and 
make, execute and acknowledge all contracts, orders, deeds, mortgages, leases, 
assignments, and instruments of every kind, which may be requisite or proper to 
effectuate the purpose of this General Power of Attorney. 
Powers of Collection and Payment. To forgive, request, demand, sue for, recover, 
collect, receive and hold all sums of money, debts, dues, commercial paper, 
checks, drafts, accounts, deposits, legacies, bequests, devises, notes, interests, 
stock certificates, bonds, dividends, certificates of deposit, annuities, pension, 
profit sharing, retirement, social security, medicare, insurance, and other 
contractual benefits and proceeds, all documents of title, all property and property 
rights, real or personal, intangible and tangible, and demands whatsoever, 
liquidated or unliquidated, now or hereafter owned by, or due, owing, payable or 
belonging to, me or in which I have or may hereafter acquire an interest ... 
Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. C, Power of Attorney. 
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The power of attorney further states: 
Revocability. This Power of Attorney is revocable, provided, that insofar as any 
governmental agency, bank, trust company, insurance company, transfer agent, or 
other person shall rely upon this power, this power may be revoked only by a 
notice in writing executed by me or my agent and delivered to such person or 
institution. 
Id. ( emphasis added). 
Prior to the execution of the Compensation Agreement, neither Doug nor Virginia was 
provided with a notice of revocation of the Power of Attorney, written or otherwise. A.ff. Doug 
Watkins. In fact, Don concedes that the Power of Attorney was not revoked until one week after 
the Compensation Agreement was executed. First Amended Complaint, p. 10. 
The Power of Attorney also addresses any potential disability of Don: 
Disability of Principal: This General Power of Attorney shall not be affected by 
disability of the principal. 
Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. C (emphasis added). 
Don does not contend that he suffered from a disability preventing him from executing 
the General Power of Attorney in October 2000. If Don did in fact become 'disabled' sometime 
after the Power of Attorney was executed, that fact would have no bearing on the enforceability 
or applicability of the General Power of Attorney. 
Finally, the Power of Attorney addresses third-party reliance: 
Third-Party Reliance. Third parties may rely upon the representations of my 
agent as to all matters relating to any power granted to my agent, and no person 
who may act in reliance upon the representations of my agent or the authority 
granted to my agent shall incur any liability to me or my estate as a result of 
permitting my agent to exercise any power. 
Id. ( emphasis added). 
Based on the foregoing, Brian had actual express authority to execute the Compensation 
Agreement as a matter of law. Further, the affidavit of Doug conclusively establishes that he was 
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not privy to any facts that made him question Brian's authority to execute the Compensation 
Agreement or "in on any plot" to wrongly deprive Plaintiff of funds. A.ff. Doug Watkins. In fact, 
the Compensation Agreement was completely consistent with what had been promised to Doug 
by his father. Id. Don can provide no evidence that Doug had any 'notice' that Brian allegedly 
exceeded his authority by entering into the Compensation Agreement. As such, Doug is entitled 
to enforce the Compensation Agreement as a matter of law because Brian had at least apparent 
authority to execute the agreement. 
Moreover, Don is judicially estopped from denying his obligation to Doug and Virginia. 
Judicial estoppel precludes a party from gaining an advantage by taking one position, and then 
seeking a second advantage by taking an incompatible position. Sword v. Sweet, 140 Idaho 242, 
252, 92 P.3d 492,502 (2004). The Idaho Supreme Court has noted: 
It is quite generally held that where a litigant, by means of such sworn statements, 
obtains a judgment, advantage, or consideration from one party, he will not 
thereafter, by repudiating such allegations and by means of inconsistent and 
contrary allegations or testimony, be permitted to obtain recovery or a right 
against another party, arising out of the same transaction or subject matter. 
Loomis v. Church, 76 Idaho 87, 93-94, 277 P.2d 561,565 (1954). 
The Idaho Court of Appeals further explained the doctrine: 
Essentially, this doctrine prevents a party from assuming a position in one 
proceeding and then taking an inconsistent position in a subsequent proceeding. 
There are very important policies underlying the judicial estoppel doctrine. One 
purpose of the doctrine is to protect the integrity of the judicial system, by 
protecting the orderly administration of justice and having regard for the dignity 
of judicial proceedings. The doctrine is also intended to prevent parties from 
playing fast and loose with the courts. 
Robertson Supply, Inc. v. Nicholls, 131 Idaho 99,101,952 914,916 (Ct. App. 1998). 
Don undeniably supplied affidavits in his divorce action in 1998. He attested as follows: 
The Respondent [Arthur Watkins] has obligations to three (3) of his sons in a 
combined amount of $5,300.00 per month. $3,000 per month is being paid to 
Brian, a son who was injured while working on Respondent's ranch. $1,000.00 is 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA 
WATKINS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 21 
000345
being paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by working on the ranch. 
$1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was injured when he was working for a 
business the Respondent used to own in Boise, Idaho. These three (3) sons are 
unable to hold full time jobs because of the injuries they received while working 
for Respondent. The Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since 
approximately 1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's marriage to Petitioner. 
Without these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain themselves 
and their families. This is not being done as a charity, but because of an 
obligation owed by Respondent .... 
Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. A ( emphasis added). 
Based on these representations, Don argued that "he is not able to pay any more than 
approximately $1,000 per month to the Petitioner ... " Id. From his sworn statement, Don clearly 
gained an advantage in his divorce proceeding. Don is now estopped from taking an inconsistent 
position in this litigation. To allow otherwise would diminish the importance of the doctrine of 
judicial estoppel by allowing Don to "play fast and loose" with the courts by taking inconsistent 
positions in an effort to circumvent his obligation to Doug and Virginia. 
Finally, in his Reply to the counterclaim, Don asserts a number of affirmative defenses 
including negligence, estoppel, waiver, unclean hands, and the statute of limitations. Plaintiff's 
Reply to Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Counterclaim, pp. 4-5. It is 
well settled that a counter-defendant has the burden of proving all elements of an affirmative 
defense. Chandler v. Hayden, 147 Idaho 765, 215 P.3d 485 (2009) (citing Harper v. Delaware 
Valley Broadcasters, Inc., 743 F.Supp. 1076 (D.Del. 1990)). 
In Chandler, the Idaho Supreme Court explicitly found that "a nonmoving defendant has 
the burden of supporting a claimed affirmative defense on a motion for summary judgment." 
Chandler, 147 Idaho at 771 (emphasis added). In analyzing various approaches to the question, 
the Idaho Supreme Court recognized that such a standard is consistent with I.R.C.P. 56(e), which 
provides: 
When a motion for summary judgment is made and supported as provided in this 
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rule, an adverse party may not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of that 
party's pleadings, but the party's response, by affidavits or as otherwise provided 
in this rule, must set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for 
trial. 
Chandler, 147 Idaho at 771 (citing I.R.C.P. 56(e). 
Since the inception of the action, Don has come forth with no evidence that would 
support the affirmative defenses asserted to Doug and Virginia's counterclaim. Because Don 
cannot meet his burden and has failed to raise a genuine issue of material fact, Doug and Virginia 
Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on their counterclaim. 
I. The amount due under the Compensation Agreement must be trebled under Idaho 
law 
Claims for wages under Idaho law are governed by Idaho Code § 45-601(7) which 
defines wages as "compensation for labor or services rendered by an employee, whether the 
amount is determined on a time, task, piece, or commission basis." Paolini v. Albertson's Inc., 
143 Idaho 547, 149 P.3d 822 (2006). The term "wage" is broadly defined. Gray v. Tri-Way 
Construction Services, Inc., 2009-ID-0428.074. In fact wage is more broadly defined in Idaho 
than other states, such as California. See Paolini, 143 Idaho at 830. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that various forms of compensation such as (1) a 
deferred incentive compensation account; (2) sales commissions; (3) a share of company profits; 
(4) severance pay; and (5) year-end bonuses can constitute wages. Bi/ow v. Preco, Inc. 132 Idaho 
23, 28-9, 966 P.2d 23, 28-9; Polk v. Larrabee, 135 Idaho 303, 307-9, 17 P.3d 247, 251-3 (2000); 
Johnson v. Allied Stores Corp., 106 Idaho 363, 367, 679 P.2d 640, 644 (1984); Goff v. HJ.H 
Co., 95 Idaho 837, 840, 521 P.2d 661, 664 (1974); Thomas v. Ballou-Latimer Drug Co., 92 
Idaho 337,342,442 P.2d 747, 752 (1968). 
In addition to analyzing whether the compensation is monetary, the Court looks to 
whether the compensation is bargained-for-compensation as opposed to a gratuity. Paolini, 149 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA 
WATKINS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 23 
000347
P.3d at 827. If the compensation is gratuitous, it cannot be a "wage." Id. 
In this case, the Compensation Agreement states it is in consideration of a lifetime of 
work and to "compensate" Doug "for years of service without a retirement benefit." Watkins A.ff., 
Ex. A. Further, Don acknowledged that he was obligated to compensate Doug for his service 
when he stated in his divorce action "[t]his is not being done as a charity, but because of an 
obligation owed by Respondent." Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. A. Based on these undisputed facts, 
the benefit due to Doug is considered "wages" under Idaho law and is subject to trebling. 
As of the date of this Memorandum, Doug Watkins is entitled to $165,000 pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement. Because that amount is wages under Idaho law, Plaintiff is entitled to 
$495,000. 
CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, Doug and Virginia Watkins respectfully request that this Court 
grant them summary judgment with respect to Plaintiff's Fourth Cause of Action, Fifth Cause of 
Action, Sixth Cause of Action, Seventh Cause of Action, Eighth Cause of Action, and Ninth 
Cause of Action. Additionally, Doug and Virginia Watkins request that this Court grant them 
summary judgment on their counterclaim for Breach of Contract in the amount of $495,000. 
DATED this ;;).J t{ay of September, 2013. 
DINIUS LAW 
By ~'f-M~ 
Kevin E. Dinius r'C...:) 
Michael J. Hanby II 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
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Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Plaintiff'), through his counsel of 
record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully moves for an order of summary 
judgment under I.R.C.P. 56 with regard to the following claims in the First Amended 
Complaint: 
1. Count Four - Rescission. Plaintiff requests an order rescinding and declaring 
void the following documents: 
a) Settlement and Release Agreement with Defendant Brian D. Watkins, 
dated March 2, 2009; 
b) Compensation Agreement with Defendant Brian D. Watkins, dated March 
2, 2009; 
c) Compensation Agreement with Defendant Robynlee Watkins, dated 
March 2, 2009; 
d) Compensation Agreement with Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins, dated 
March 2, 2009; and 




e) Compensation Agreement with Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins, dated 
March 2, 2009 
2. Count Ten - Breach of Contract Against Defendant Brian D. Watkins. 
3. Count Eleven - Breach of Contract Against Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins. 
4. Count Twelve - Breach of Contract Against Donald Eugene Watkins. 
Plaintiff requests oral argument on this motion. This motion is supported by: ( 1) 
Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment; (2) Declaration of 
Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins; (3) Declaration of Steven G. Neighbors; (4) Declaration of 
Denise McClure; and (5) Declaration of Steven Wieland. 
DATED THIS °' day of October, 2013. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By sre~.,s'1£~ 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS deposes and states: 
1. I am Plaintiff in the above-captioned matter, an adult of sound mind, and 
competent to make this affidavit. 
2. I have six children by my now-deceased wife, Florence. By order of oldest to 
youngest, they are: Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene"), Janet Thomson, Sharon 
Wadsworth, Pat Saliby, Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug"), and Defendant Brian D. 
Watkins ("Brian"). 
3. In 1984, Florence and I owned a nursing home in Seattle, Washington, which was 
subject to a 1973 mortgage insured by the Federal Housing Authority. In August 1984, I sold 
78% of the nursing home in 13% shares to each of my children pursuant to real estate installment 
contracts ("Nursing Home Contracts"). 
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4. When Florence died in 1988, her estate's one-half interest in the Nursing Home 
Contracts transferred to a trust created in her will called the "Husband's Trust." 
5. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the "Real Estate 
Contract Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common," in which I agreed to transfer to Doug 
his interest in the nursing home, dated August 31, 1984, and recorded in the official records of 
King County, Washington, as Document No. 8906120868. I personally signed this document for 
myself and for Florence that same date. 
6. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the "Amendment to 
Real Estate Contract," signed by Doug on March 11, 1998. I personally signed this document 
for myself and for the Husband's Trust as trustee on March 13, 1998. 
7. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the "Second Real 
Estate Contract Amendment," signed by Doug, and dated December 30, 1998. I personally 
signed this document for myself, while Brian, Donald, and my son-in-law, George Wadsworth 
("George"), signed as trustees for the Husband's Trust on or about that same date. 
8. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of the "Real Estate 
Contract Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common," signed by Brian, dated August 31, 
1984, and recorded in the official records of King County, Washington, as Document No. 
8906120872. I personally signed this document for myself and for Florence on that same date. 
9. Attached hereto as Exhibit Eis a true and correct copy of the "Amendment to 
Real Estate Contract," signed by Brian on December 1, 1997. I personally signed this document 
for myself and for the Husband's Trust as trustee on November 21, 1997. 
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10. Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of the "Second Real 
Estate Contract Amendment," signed by Brian, and dated December 20, 1998. I personally 
signed this document for myself while Brian, Gene, and George signed as trustees of the 
Husband's Trust on or about that same date. 
11. Attached hereto as Exhibit G is a true and correct copy of the "Real Estate 
Contract Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common," signed by Gene, dated August 31, 
1984, and recorded in the official records of King County, Washington, as Document No. 
8906120860. I personally signed this document for myself and for Florence on that same date. 
12. Attached hereto as Exhibit His a true and correct copy of the "Amendment to 
Real Estate Contract," signed by Gene on December 4, 1997. I personally signed this document 
for myself and for the Husband's Trust as trustee on November 21, 1997. 
13. Attached hereto as Exhibit I is a true and correct copy of the "Second Real Estate 
Contract Amendment," signed by Gene, and dated December 30, 1998. I personally signed this 
document for myself, while Brian, Gene, and George signed as trustees of the Husband's Trust, 
on or about that same date. 
14. Attached hereto as Exhibit J is a true and correct copy of the General Power of 
Attorney, dated October 24, 2000, and recorded in the official records of Ada County, Idaho, as 
Document No. 100088039. I personally signed this document. 
15. Attached hereto as Exhibit K is the Settlement and Release Agreement, dated 
March 2, 2009, and bearing an Idaho notarization. I did not sign this document, but it appears 
that Brian has signed it purportedly on my behalf. 
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16. Attached hereto as Exhibit L is a true and correct copy of the Compensation 
Agreement with Brian, dated March 2, 2009, and bearing an Idaho notarization. I did not sign 
this document, but it appears that Brian has signed it purportedly on my behalf. 
17. Attached hereto as Exhibit M is a true and correct copy of the Compensation 
Agreement with Doug, dated March 2, 2009, and bearing an Idaho notarization. I did not sign 
this document, but it appears that Brian has signed it purportedly on my behalf. 
18. Attached hereto as Exhibit N is a true and correct copy of the Compensation 
Agreement with Robynlee Watkins, Brian's wife, dated March 2, 2009, and bearing an Idaho 
notarization. I did not sign this document, but it appears that Brian has signed it purportedly on 
my behalf. 
19. Attached hereto as Exhibit O is a true and correct copy of the Compensation 
Agreement with Gene, dated March 2, 2009, and bearing an Idaho notarization. I did not sign 
this document, but it appears that Brian has signed it purportedly on my behalf. 
20. I indicated to Brian that I was only willing to pay any of my children a monthly 
payment, but only so long as they are working for me. Accordingly, I never would have 
approved or ratified an arrangement permanently requiring me to make monthly payments to any 
of my children or Robynlee Watkins. 
21. I did not authorize Brian to sign the documents attached as Exhibits K through 0 
on my behalf, or any of them, whether orally or in writing. At no point did I state or suggest to 
Brian or anyone else that he was authorized to execute the documents attached as Exhibits K 
through O on my behalf, or that I might ratify such documents after their execution. Brian was 
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not otherwise authorized to bind me to the terms of the agreements contained in Exhibits K 
through 0, or any of them, or any agreement containing similar terms. 
22. The first I learned of any of the documents attached as Exhibits K through O was 
when my attorneys presented them to me during the discovery process in the above-captioned 
lawsuit. 
23. Attached hereto as Exhibit P is a true and correct copy of the Durable Power of 
Attorney of Arthur Donald Watkins. 
24. Roughly contemporaneously with my execution of the Durable Power of 
Attorney, I instructed my attorneys, Snow, Jensen & Reece, of St. George Utah, to prepare a 
letter to aJI my children stating that Brian's general power of authority had been terminated. I 
signed the Jetter and instructed my attorneys to send a copy to each child. 
I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
Date; /J.-5-13 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this _1_ day of October, 2013, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DECLARATION OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT by the method indicated 
below, and addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CH'ID 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
Cameron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REECE 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84 770 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arthur Donald Watkins] 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
~Telecopy 541-296-6421 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
~ Telecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
KTelecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
,.8.Telecopy 208-562-4110 
W U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
b Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: cmorby@snowjensen.com 
/IA. Telecopy 435-628-3275 
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RE/1.L £STATE CONTIU\C.'T II . .,, 
89/06,"12 0868 " 
UNDIVIDED 13% INTEREST IN TENANC~~l'MM~-oo..,,flll,19,00 
. S5 
THIS CONTRACT is entered into and effective as of the 31st day of 
~ugust, 1984, between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS and FLORENCE R, WATKINS, 
husband and wife, (hereinafter referred to- collectively as the 
.: .•. -i.:.- .· "Seller") and AlUIOLD DOUGi.AS ~·JATKnJS a married man 
hf~ individual capacity for the ben~fJ.t. of his 
acting solely in 
separate property 1.: 
estate and w.ithout. pledging any CO!llffii1nity credit, !hereinafter 
referred to collectively as the "Purchaser"), the parties agreeing as 
follows: 
The Seller agrees to sell to Purchaaex and the Purchaser agrees 
to purchaso from the Seller an unaivi.ded thirteen percent.. (131) 
tenancy in common interest in and t.o .. the following-described real 
property, with tho appurtenances, in King County, State 0£ Washington: 
That portion of Block 16, Byron Addition to the City of 
Seattle, according to the plat recorded in Volume 6 of 
Plats, page 87, in King Count.:r, Washington, and of the 
vacated alley through saio BJ.ock 16 and of vacated Rent.on 
Avenue, formerly Simpson Avenue, adjoining said Blpck 16 and 
of the West 352 feet of the southeast quarter and of the 
Northeast. quartftr of Section 16, Township 24 North, Ran9e 4 
Eaat., W.H., in King County, Washington, described as 
follows 1 
Beiinning at the intersection of the centerlines of south 
Wa dan Streat·· and Claremont · Avanue S0uth1 proceeding 
South 21•20 1 42• East along the centerline of Claremont a 
distance of 30,00 .feet, thance South 62°39 1 18 11 ., Weat, for 
JO.DO feet, to the True .Point of Beginning, thence 
continuing south 62°39'18• Weist al.0119 the southerly mar9in 
of said South Walden Street, a distance of 216 ,00 feet to 
the East line of the West <O .00 feet of said Block 161 
thence south 27°20 1 42 11 Ent alo11g said East line 1S4 ,4B feat 
to the North line of the South 12,00 feet of aaid Block 161 
thence North 87~13'15" Wost along aaid North line 46,2S feat 
to the West line ~f. Hid Bleck 161 thonce South 7S 1 52 1 U" 
Wast ,n, 22 feet; thence South 69 1 27 103" West 129. 77 faet to. 
tho Northaasterly line of . nen~nn Avenua, thenca 
South 29°0& '07" East along said Northeasterly Una 163 ,82 
feet to a point which bears South 20 1 06'07" Bast 217.90 feet 
from th• intorsection of the Noi:th Una of said southeast 
quarter with said Nort.heuterly lino, thence South 25'21 '22 11 
East alol\9 sai.d Northaasterly line 65, 73 featJ thence 
North 63'52 119 1 IHt a75,91 feat to tha Baat Una of 11id 
Weat 352 feat, thenca North 0'48 1191 Baat 121,4S faet along 
said East line to the South line of said Bloc!< 16; thence 
South 07°1J 11S 11 East along said South Una 129,63 feet to 
the Northeasterly lino of aaid Bloc!< "l6, thence ) . 
North 27°20 142" Weut along· aai~\ Hortheuterly line 293.0 ; 
feet to the True Point of B69il\ntn9, •. - i 
covenants 
•. 
and SUBJECT T01 euements, · i'eetdctions, 
xaservationa of record, 




SUBJECT T01 Note and mortgage dated October 1 1 1973, 
recorded under King County Reuording No. . 7310100491, 
covering both the real propert~· included in this sale and 
certain equipment, not included in ~his sale, which note and 
mortgage has been subject to successive assignments by the 
r,,ortgage holders and w·hich :.s insured by the FHA pursuant to 
Section 232 of the National Ho~sing Act, as amendec!, and 
modific.:atiom1 dated February 26, 1975, recorded un·.ier 
Recording No. 7503':!6-03,Bl. 
SUBJECT TO: Lease dated December 27, 1974, recorded under 
Recording No. 750218-0479, between sellers herein and 
Restful Manor Convalescent Home, Inc., d/b/a Restorative 
Care Center, and extensions, amandments and modifications 
thereof under which the lessee's interest is now held by C & 
L Concerns, Inc., a Washinqton corporation, as tenant in 
possession and purchaser acknowledges receipt of a full ~opy 
of the lease and all amendments thereto. 
SUBJECT TO: Assignment of Rents, and Leases dated 
February 21, 1975 recorded under Recordini No, 750226-0166. 
SUBJECT TO I TWO 
Octeber 1, 1973, 
and 750218-0478 
contained. 
Purchase Pr lee: 
s9parate Regul'\tory AgreowaentE both dated 
recorded under necording No. 7310I0-0492 
and the texms ·and conditions therein 
The purchHe price is SIX HUNDRED 
SEVENTY-SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS ($676,000,00) representing this 
Purchaser's thirteen percent (131) share ~f the property. 
2, Down Payment 1 . Purchaser ag:i::ftes to .:.sed to Seller his 
undivided tenancy-in-coll\lllon ~.nterest in cP.rtain exchange pkoperties 
located in Ada County, Idaho, as a dcwnpayment to Seller such that 
this transaction will qualify -as a partially tax free exchange 
pursuant to IRC S1031, The agreed value of Purchaser• s exchange 
equity interest is SIXTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($65,000.00), 
3, Balance of Purchase Price: The P•,rchaser agrees t.o pay the 
remainder of the purchase i::rice in the amount of SIX HUNDRED ELEVEN 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($611,000.00) in equal monthly inst&llments of FIVE 
THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED NINETY DOLLARS ($5,590.00) each, with the first 
installm-~nt due on or before the first d~y of October, 1984 and a like 
sum on or before the fj,rst day of each su_cceeding calendar month until 
the entire balance of principal and interest has been paid in full. 
Interest shall CQrnmence at closing and shall be computed at the annual 
rate of 9\ per aMum, compounded n,onthly·, on the unpaid principal 
balance of the contract, and (to the extent pemitted by Washington 
law) on any overdue interest or other delinquent payments, from the 
due date thereof. Interest shall be calculated monthly on the basis 
















of a 360-day year of twelve, thirty-day months. The amount of the 
monthly installment is set to amortize the entire principal balance 
over t·nirty 130) years, more or leH, 
4, Payments Absolute: The obligation of the Pvrchaser to make 
pay .. ents under this Contract. is absolute and unconditj.onal, 
irrespective of the existence at any time of any claim., set-off, 
counterclaim, proceeding; dispute or other matter involving a claim, 
or alleged claim, by the Purchaser against the Seller whether under 
this Contract: or otherwise; providetl 1 however, in the event Seller 
fails to cure any default by Seller in 11ny payment obligation of the 
Sellar under Paragraph 15 hereof within five (51 days after service by 
Purchaser to Seller of Notice and Demand to Cure Default, and on 
further condition that Purchaser is not then himself in default under 
this Contract or under any of the other agreements collateral hereto, 
Furchaser shall ba entitled to make such pay•nt as may be necessary 
to cure Seller's default, or any portino thereof, and to deduct the 
amount so paid, toiether with interest at_ eighteen percent 1181) per 
annum from data of payment, from tha inatallment: paym~nt:s next 
following due Seller, 
5. No Prepa:,•ment Unless Consented to in Writing: IN NO BVBNT 
SHALL PIJRCBASBR PREPAY IN ADVANCE ALL OR NIY PORTJ:ON OF THB MOl'ITHLY 
INSTALLMEN'n SPBCJ:FlBD PRIOR TO OC'l'OBBR, 2004, WITHOUT TRI l»RlOR 
WRITTEN CONSENT OF 'l'HB SB~ER, WHICH CONSENT MAY BE WITHHELD WITHOU'r 
REASON OR CAUSB IN SELLER I S SOLE DlSCU'l'ION • THE PARTIES ACKNOWLBDGB 
AHY EARLY l:'REl'AYMEN'l' WOULD CAUSE SELLER SUl::STANTIAL OAMAGES, 'l'HE EXACT 
AMOUNT OF WHICH IS NOT CAPABLE OF ASCERTAINMENT AT THIS TIME, AS A 
RESULT, THE STRICT PROHIBITION AGAINS'l' PREPAYMENT WITHOUT PRIOR 
CONSENT OF SELLER IS A MATERIAL INDUCE!,I.ENT 'rO THE F01Uf.ATI0N OF THIS 
CONTRACT. IN THE EVEHT OF ANY BREACH . OR 'IHRBA'l'BNED BREACH HBI.UIOF, 
SELLER SHALL HAVE 'l'JIB RIGHT TO RBFUSE l'AYKE:N'l' AND SEEK lNJUNC'l'J:VB 
RBI.IBP IN ADDITION TO RECOVERY OP INCI~Bl.'l'~L OR OONSBQUBH'lIAL DAMAGES, 
IHCLUDJ:NG BU'l NOT LIM1TED TO, FBDBRAL AN:> S'rA'l'E INCOH3 TADS WHICH MAY 
DB DUB AS A RESULT OF ANY A'l'TBMPTED PREl'J\\!IGN'l' 1 ALL AS MA! BE PROVEN 
A'l' TIME OF TRIAL, No consent by se11,r to prepayment in whole or in 
part pxaviously requested or granted to 'Purchaser herein or to any 





other co-'l'en11.nt P,u·chaser shall conatit1•te a waiver or aban4oruunt by 
Seller of his right to refuse consent as t:o any further prepayment, 
6. Act:.leptance/Tender of Pay111er.ta; L11.te Payment Penalty: All 
p:,yments made on the balance of th.e pur.chaae price as provided above 
shall be made payab.le to , Seller by automatic disbursement 
authorization, or delivered in per•on or by United States Mail, with 
first-clasa postage prepaid, and addrGssad aa directed by Saller from 
time to time, However, paynent shall no,: be considered •delivered" 
until actuallr rieceived by Seller. In tha event of payment tendered 
other than by cu:tified check, money urder or legal tender of the 
United States, "delivery" ta seller 11,ho.ll be conditioned upon and 
shall only date from the date of acceptance of Purchaser' a check, 
draf-e or other instrument fo:i: payment on presentation to maker's bank 
or payee inatitution. All payments made on the balance of the 
purchase price shall first be crsdited to late payinent penalties or 
other payments du.a as a result of def11u.l t by Purchaser and then to 
interest and finally to principal. If Pur-.::haaer is more than five IS) 
days late in making an installment· payment, Purchaser sha!l pay to 
Seller an additional sum equal to two percent (21) of the paymcmt 
a.-nount as penalty. 
7. aeaerve Account: Purchaser &greea to open and continuously 
maintain a resex,:e deposit ac:mount in the Purchaser's name in a bank 
or other insured institutional depository account as approv•d by 
Saller. The exceYS of the lease payment, over the real estate contract 
installment paym'lnts and inte1·est theraan, shall accumulate in the 
reserve account until a mini111um baJ.ance of TWENTY-TWO THOUSAND 'l'HREE 
HUNDRED SIX'l'Y DOLLARS (SL2,360,00) has been reached, which minimum 
balllnce shall b• thereafter maintained, 'l'ha reserve «account, up to 
the minimum balance, shall be assigned by Purchaser to Sellar by 
separat~ agreement givin,; Saller .:l..i:rav:~cable power of attorney to 
withdru, and apply the funds from t.'1• .. account to aura any default in 
payment by Purchaser. The exclusive ~ource of :fUnda depoaitad in the 
reserve account shall be funds deri v.ici from the property or interest 
on reaazve account deposits, 
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8. Conditions Precedent to the Obligationa of the Seller 
Hereunder: All obligations of the Seller under this Agreement are 
subject to the fulfillment, prlor to or at the closing date, of each 
of th~ following conditions, 
la) Confirmation that,on the closing date, no suit, action 
or other proceeding is pending or threatened before any court or 
governmental agency in which it is sought to restrain or prohibit 
or to obtain damu.ges or other relief in connection with this 
agreement or the consununaticn of the transactions contemplated 
hereby and that no investigation that might eventuate in any 
suit, action or proceeding is then pending or th1:eatened. 
lb) Proof that all regulator~· approvals by the Washington 
State· Department of social and Health Ser'Vic9s necesaa.ry for the 
sale and purchase as herein contemplated shall have been received 
all without condition or exception. 
3. Closing: The closing shall take place at 3630 Renton Avenue 
south, Seattle, Washington, 98144, at 10:00 a.m. Seattle tim9, on the 
31st day of August, 1984 or at sue~ other date mutually agreeable to 
the parties ·after receipt of the last. regulatory action or approval 
required for or affecting the transaction heroin contemplated, but in 
no event later than September 14, 1994, The time and date of the 
closing is ~eferred to hexein as the •closing date". 
10, Remedie.s and Waivers: No rEim'!dY herei;1 conferred upon any 
party hereto is intended to be exclur;i;L"'Je of any other remedy and each 
and evu·y such remedy shall be cumm\1latJ.ve and shall be in addition to 
every other remedy given hereunder, or as may :)e now or hereafter 
existing at law or in equity or by .statute or otheTiiise. No delay or 
omis,;ion on the part of any party · hereto in exercising any right 
hereunder shall operate as a waiver of ~uch right and a waiver of any 
right hereunder on any one or more occasions shall not be construed as 
a bar to or waiver of any such rigM. o:l any future occasion. Time h 
of the essence of this contract. 
11. Taxes and Assessments: 'I'h,;, >?urchaser assumes and agrees to 
pay before delinquency all taxes and nvoeasments that may as between 
Purchaser and Sel!er become a lien on said real estate. This covenant 
of Purchaser is absolute and sh3ll be deemed breached upon any 
delinquency in the payment of taxes and/or aaseaaments levied on the 
property as a whole regarcUesa of any -leHe term requiring the lesaees 
to be primarily reaponsible for such payments or any provision for 
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prorating secondary responsiblity therefor between or among any other 
Co-TenantG, 
12, Insurance, Hold Harmless, Risk of Loss and Posssession: The 
Purchaser agrees until the purchase price is fully paid to keep the 
buildings and ir,provements now, and hereafter placed on said real 
estate !u~ured to the actual replacement cost thereof against loss or 
damage for all perils in a compar,y acceptablo to the Seller and for 
the Seller's benefit, ai. his interest may appear, and to pay all 
premiums therefor and to promptly de).iver all policies, loss payee 
endorsements, additional insured endorsements and renewals thereof to 
the Seller. The Purchaser assume:;: all hazards of damage to or 
destruction of any improvements now ·or. said real estate or hereafter 
placed thereon and of the taking .Jf !iaid real estate or any part 
thereof for public usei and agrees that no such damage, destruction or 
taking shall constitute a failure of consideration. In case an~ part 
of the real ei::tate is take::i for public use, the portion of the 
condemnation award remaining after p11yment of reasonable expenses of 
procuring the same shall be paid to the Seller and applied ~s payment 
on the purchase price herein unless the Seller elects to require the 
Purchaser to apply all or a portion of such condemnation award to the 
rebuilding or restoration of any improvements damaged by such taking. 
In case of damage or destruction from a peril insured against, the 
proceeds of such insurance remainin'i! after payment of the reasonable 
expense of procuring the same, shall be devoted to the restoration or 
rebuilding of such imp1·ovements within a reasonable time unless the 
Seller elects that said proceeds shall be paid to him for application 
on the purchase price herein, Purchassr agrees to ~eep the building 
and all improvements on the premises in good condition and repair and 
not to permit, suffer or allow waste and agrees not to use the 
premises or any part thereof for · an!' illegal purpose or for any 
purpose other than the rendering of nursing home aervic~a unless 
approved by Seller and to maintain the premises strictly in compliance 
with all applicable laws, rules and regulations of all governmental 
agencies having jurisdiction over the nursing home operation•. In 
order to insure compliance with tho terrns of this contract during the 
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~;i;/ , torin of this contract, the Seller shall have the right to inspect the 
premises in person and through any age~~_designated by him at any time 
and without prior notice to Purchaser, vurchaser shall be entitled to 
possession of said real estate on date of closing subject to the le~se 
described above and to retain po~session so long as Purchaser is not 
in default hereunder, Tho Purchaser covenants to pay all service, 
i.nstal.l.ation or construct.ion charges for water, sewer, el.ectricity, 
garbage or other utility se1:vices furnished to said real estate after 











I i ·! ,. 
i 
! 
provided or Lo maintain insurance as horain required, the Seller may i · 
make such payment or effect such insurance and any a.11ount so paid by 
the Seller, together with defai:.lt inter•Jst at l:he rate of eighteen 
percent (181) per annum thereon from <:?ate of payment until repaid, 
shall be repayable by Purchaser on Seller's d\!man~, all without 
prejudice to any other right the Seller might have by reason of such 
default. Purchaser expressly saves and holds the Seller harmless from 
any and all liablity of any kind· or nature wl:atsoever to any person 
that may arise from the acts or omissions of the Purchaser or of the 
operating entity for the nursing home on the real property, In 
addition to the casualty insurance coverage, Purchaser agrees to cause 
' both Seller and Purchaser to be named as additional insureds on the 
lessee's public liability insurance or to provide similar limits of 
broad form public liability insurance !:.-y separate coverage and policy 
naming Purchaser, all Co-Tenants and Sel ?.er as additional insureds, 
all in such form and with sueh companies as may be acceptable to 
Seller, 
13. Purchaser's Inspection: Tho l?•.u:chaaer agrees that full 
inspection of said real estate has bean made ClJld that neither the 
Seller nor his assigns shall be held +.o any covenant re11pecting the 
condition of any improvements thereon- r,or shall the Purchaser or 
Seller or assigns of either be held .to ~ny covenant or a9reement for 
alterations, improvementa or repairs unl~&& the covenant or agreement 
relied on iB contained herein or is in writing and attached to and 
made a piu:t of this Contract, 
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14, Modifications t.o Lease: Purchaser herein covenants and 
agrees to assume and perform all obligations of the lessor under the 
lease and to hold Seller fully harmless therefrom, except as otherwise 
provided herein, and to neither suffer nor allow any future 
modHication thereof nor defau).t by either lessor or by lessee 
thereunder, except such modification as is strictly in accordance with 
seller's written consent. which consent may be arbitrarily withheld or 
given subject to such conditions as Seller may in his ·3ole discretic,n 
impose. 
l S , Seller to Comply with Tem.s of Mortgage .:tnd Note: Seiler 
agrees to make all periodic monthly payments, including reserve 
payments, corning due on said note and lilcrtgage in the ordinary course, 
anci. assumption by Purchaser shall be specifically prohibited; 
provided, howe,•er, Purchaser coven<1nts and agrees to perform all 
covenants and conditions in said note and mortgage respecting the use, 
condition, operation and maintenance cf the premises and any default 
by Purchaser, including Purchaser'o lessee, shall bo and constitute a 
default by Purchaser under this car.tract. 
16. Encumbrances on Title; Title Insurance, Conveyance of Title 
on Fulfillment of Contract; Recordlng· of Contract: The Seller 
represents that to his k:1owledge thare are no liens or encumbrances on 
the above-described real property exr.ept those of record. Any title 
report or title insurance hereon shall be at Purchaser's sole option 
-and expense, At Purchaser's request, Seller agrees to execute and 
deliver to a true escrow his warranty fulf.illrnent deed, which deed, on 
full payment of the purchase price and interest in the manner 
hereinabove specified, is to be delivered to Purchaser, The warranty 
fulfillment deed shall convey the Purchaoer's undivided thirteen 
percent 1131) tenancy in common j.r.terast in the real property, 
excepting any part that may hereafter be condemned, free and clear of 
encuml)rances, except those mentioned herein, and any that may accrue 
hereafter through any pe.r:son other than the Seller, 'l'he coat of 
establishing the true escrow for holding •nd delivery of the warranty 
fulfillment deed shall be paid entirely by P11rchaaer, 'I'he Escrow 
InstructionG sh~ll be in form acceptable to the attorneys for both the 
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Purchaser and the Seller. 'l'he Seller and the Purchaser covenant and 
agree that neither this Contract nor any memoi:andum, notation or 
refe.rence hei:eto shall be recorded in the public records of King 
County, Washington or elsewhere, nor shall a copy hereof be furnished 
to anyone, except. with. the • prio:i: written consent of Seller. 
Violation of the provisions of this paragraph shall be an event of 
default under this Contract. 
17. Prohibition on Assignment I So long as the Purchaser is 
indebted to the Seller, none of th" ri9hts granted hereunder to the 
Purchaser may be assigned in wholia or. in pert or the performance of 
any duties ~elegated without the prior written consent of the Seller, 
which consent m11y be arbitrarily wiU,hetd, If consent is once given, 
Seller shall nevertheless be entitled to withhold consent arbitrarily 
to any future aaaignment. This restriction on assignment or 
delegation is to be construed in the broadest aenae to preclude any 
marital, teatamentary or intervivos transfer or assigJ1X1Bnt, any 
transfer under court order or the bankruptcy 1aws or any assignment 
for the benefit of er.editors, a.ny execution, attachment or .levy, any 
assignment or pledge as security, and incl.uding any transfer or 
assignment batwecm or among the co-'l'enanta as provided for in the 
Tenancy in COMon Operating Agreement and covenants. Except as 
otherwise provided herein, this Agree1ne:nt shall bind and inure to the 
benefit of the Purchaser and the Sellar and their respective legal 
represen~ativea, successors and assigns.· 
18. Brokers, Lecial AO:,.vice s.:u! Coats of Closings All 
negotiations relative to this Agreemc1,t have beBn carried on by the 
seller with the Purchaser without the intei:vention of any other parson 
in such manner as to give rise to kny valid cldim against any of the 
partiea hexeto for a brokerage commission, finder's fee or other like 
payment. Bach of the parties hereto has been represented by 1eparate 
ftnd independent legal counael and nor.e of the parties have relied upon 
legal advice given by any other party. Each of the parties to thia 
Contract shall bear hia or her own re~pectiv~ ex~ensee incurred by or 
on behalf uf him/her in connflction with the authorization, 
preparation, execution and closing of this purchase, including without 
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limitation, all fees and expenses of agents, representatives, counsel, 
accountants and escrow fees. Selle;,;. agreer. to pay the excise tax 
imposed under RCW Chapter 8 2. 45 promptly after closing and before 
delinquency and to pay tho stamp or conveyancing taxes imposed on 
delivery of the fulfillment peed on final fulfillment of this 
Contract. 
1 !l. ApPlicable Law and Venue: This Contract shall be 
interpreted and construed accordi11c; · to the laws of the State of 
Washington and venue and juriscli..:tion in any action or proceeding 
relating to this Contract shall b~ laid in the Superior Court of the 
State of Washington for King County. 
20. Amendment and Modification: The Seller and the Purchaser 
may amend, modify or supplement this Contract only by an agreement in 
writing signed by them and no oral amendments, modifications o:i;· 
supplements shall be enforced against either purty hereto. 
21. Further Instruments: Each party agrees to execute and 
deliver such instruments and to tc1.k~ suc:h other actions as any other 
party 1nay reasonably request in cr.:dP.r to carry out the tranaactions 
contemplated by this Contract. 
22. ~ssignment of Leases and Ront~; Seller agrees to execute by 
separate instrument contemporaneous with the closing of this sale a 
lessor's assignment of an undivided thtrteen percent (131) tenancy in 
common interest in the lease deeoribed above with C & L Concerns, 
Inc,, which assignment shall specifically be subject to the terms and 
condit~ons of this Contract. Simuit~neously, Purchaser shall execute 
an assignment back to Seller of the Purchaser's undivided thirteen 
~ercent (131) tenancy in co11U11on interest under said lease, including 
rents due hereunder, all as additional security to secure the prompt 
and faithful performance of Purchaser's obligations hereunder, In 
connection with such security assign1Uent, the parties agree that: such 
assignment shall be deemed a security agreement under UCC Article 9 
and Purchaser agree& to provide to Seller financing statements, 
continuation atatementa and other doc:um9nta aa may be requested frcm 
time to time in order to maintain S11l'Lei·.1 a inta:i:oat therein aa a 
perfected security interest, 
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23. Default by Purchaser: It is ag:reed that in the event the 
Purchaser shall fail to compli, with or perform any condition or 
agreement hereof or to make any payment required hereunder promptly at 
the time and in the manner required or in the event the Purchaser 
shall in any way be in default ,hereunder, seller may without further 
demand or notice declaro all amounts due hereunder or othe:s:wila and 
pursuant to thia Contract inunediately due and payable ao as to effect· 
a true accele:i:ation of the enti:::e balan-::e of the unpaid obligation 
secured hereby, Thereafter the entire balance of the indebtedness to 
the Seller shall be iromediately due and owing and shall draw default 
interest at the rate of one and onc:,-half percent 111:tl) per month, 
compounded monthly, an the balance r~~aining or at the highest rate of 
interest permitted by law if one·and ona•half percent 11~11 par month, 
compounded monthly is in eiccess of the highest rate of default 
interest then permitted by law. 'l'hereafte.r, seller may elect to 
either enforc~ the debt against the Purchaser by foreclosing under 
this Contract by judicial proceeding as a mortgage with or without 
seeking a deficiency or else by de.C"laring all the Purchase;' e rights 
hereunder terminated, and upon his doing so, all payments made by the 
Purchaser hereunder and all improvements placed upon the real estate 
shall be forfeited to the Seller as liQuidated damages, and the Saller 
shall have the right to have a ~eceivor appointee! for the lease 
payments arid the right to re-ent,er and take possession of the 
Purchaser's undivided interest in the real estate. Seller may also 
elect to puraui, h,.s alter;,at~ r:en111d.iH Bimultanacusly making an 
election at any time prior to fiual jud9ment, whether or not those 
remedies may be deemed inconsistent1 provided, however, in the event 
seller elects to foreclose this c~ntr•ct by judicial proceedinga as a 
mortgage and further elects not ·t,:, waive a deficiency judgaent, no 
deficiency jud9fflerit shall be e11tered thereon against Purchaser in 
exce11 of the awn of fees and expenses fixed in said proceeding under 
para9raph 24 of this Contract plu& accrued unpaid interest to date of 
entry of the deficiency judgl'l\~nt and any sums reimburaable to Seller 
under paragraphs 11 and 12 har.eof :t:'or advanc:ea made on behalf of 
Purchuer. 




24. Events of Default: If the Purchaser is in default and 
desires to cure the default, Purchaser agree1:1 to pay, a& a prior 
condition to curing the default, in addition to pena.lty or default 
interest as otherwise provided herein a fee in the amount of TWo 
Hundred Fifty Dollar:; ($250.00) ,for each valid default notice served 
upon Purchaser by Seller and the amount of each such default notice 
fee shall be due within five (5) d~ys of servtce of such notice, Upon 
Seller's election to serve notice of default on Purchaser for any 
default by Purchaser under this Contract, whether or not suit is 
filed, or upon Seller•~ election to file suit to enforce any covenant 
of thi.s Contract, including suit to collect payment of any money due 
hereunder or to enforce any other covenant hereunder or under any of 
the collateral docum~nts required to be delivered pursuant hereto, or 
to ei1forcc this Contract as a mortgc1ge or to bring suit to procure an 
adjudication of the termination of the :E•urchaser' s rights hereunder, 
the Purchaser agrees to pay and reimllurse Sellar the reasonable sums 
and expenses as may be incurred by S13ller ae Seller's attt1rney' s fees, 
ex.pert witness fees and all cqsts and oxpsnses in connection with such 
default and/or suit, including b\lt not. limited to, the reasonable 
costs of searching rec,:>rds to determin9 the condition of title at the 
date default occurs or suit is conunenced, which sums shall be 
immediately due in addition t!:I e.ny othsr payment due under this 
Contract and if unpaid shall be included in any judgment or decree 
entered in any suit, Pu.chaser fur.t~~r covenants that Purchaser shall 
be in default hereunder in the event Purchaser suffers or allows any 
of the following additional even·l:t to occur: 
(a) If the Purchaser s:1all admit in writing hb inability 
to pay his debts generally as they become due. 
(bl If the Purchaser filen a petition for bankruptcy or a 
petition to take advdntage of any insolvency act. 
(c) If the Purchaser makeB an assignment for the benefit of 
creditors. 
Id) If the Purchaser cor.:aant:s to the appointment of a 
receiver for the real estate or of a'ny substantial part thereof. 
(el If, on a petitior1 ;!r.ir bankruptcy, the Purchaser is 
adjudicated a bankrupt or i9. he files a petition or answer 
seeking reorganizat:ion or arrangement under t:\e Federal 
Bankruptcy laws or any either .-.pplicable law or statute of the 
United States of .r>.merica. en:; .iny other jurisdiction or if the 







court of cornpe:,tent jurisdiction shall enter an order of judgment 
or decree appointing a receivor of allot any of the property of 
the Purchaser or approving a petition filed against tho Purchaser 
seeking a reorganization or arrangement under the Federal 
Bankruptcy Laws or any applicable law o:c statute of the United 
States of American or any other jurisdiction an:l such order, 
judgment or decree shall not be vacated or set aside or stayed 
within oixty (601 days from the dQte of the entry thereof or if, 
under the provisions of any, other law, for the relief or aid of 
debtors any court of competent jursidiction shall assume custody 
or control of the Purchaser or of the whole or any substantial 
part of the property or of the anets of the Purchaser and such 
custody or c·Jntrol shall not be termined or stayed within si>:ty 
(601 d3.ys from the date of assumption of such custody or control. 
(fl If the Purchaser shall otherwise breach any term, 
covenant or condition of this Contract or of any of the 
collateral agreem&.uts executed contemporaneouli\ly herewith or 
delivered pursuant hereto. 
25. Notice of Default Prior to Forfeiture: Ir, the event of 
default by Purchaser, Seller may give notice to Purchaser as .:allows 
and any such notice, when so given, shall be conclusively deemed to be 
sufficient notice and opportunity for Purchaser to respond and to cure 
any defaults specified therein, without any n~cessity that Seller 
grant any other, further or more e,:tended grace periods before 
declaring the forfeiture and termination of Purchaser's rights under 
this Contract: 
(al If default shall be' made in the prompt and punctual 
payment of all or any part of .. any payment owing to Seller when 
and as the same shall become d•.ie and payable, whether the default 
is with regard to a mo11thly installment, acceleration of the 
debt, payrnent of charge11 foi· serving a notice of d,dault, payment 
of attorney's fees, expert witness fees, costs or other expenses 
incurred by Seller as a result of Purchaser's default, or whether 
the payment is due as a result of money advanced by Seller on 
account of insurance, taxes, assessments, repair of waste or 
damage to the premises, or as a result of any payment due on 
account of any default by any of the Purchaser's Co-Tenants or of 
the lessee or otherwise, such notice of default shall allow a 
grace period of tan {10) days tc make payment after service of 
notice. 
(bl In the event of any dafault in the prompt and timely 
performance of any other condition, covenant or agreement on the 
part of the Purchaser to be observed or performed pursuant to 
this Agreement or pursu~nt any other collateral or 
contemporaneous agreements o~ otherwise, which default cannot be 
cured solely by the payment of mone:1 to Seller, the notice of 
default shall allow a grar.:e pericid of thirty (30) days to cure 
the default after service of notice, 
26. All Property Subj ecLL~erating Agreement and Covenants 1 
Saller warrants and agrees to rt:qu.ir11 the execution of the 'l'enancv :Ln 
Common Operating Agreement and CO,X!!!,!!I~ in the form attached hereto 
and incorporated herein by this ref.erenca by each and every party to 
whom he may hereafter sell, trsnsfeor or convey or contract to sell, 







transfer or convey any further interest in the co-tenancy property so 
that the covenants of that agreem~nt will bin~ all future co-tenant,, 
exclusive of Sellar, and all the lleller'a remaining interest in the 
property once it is no longer owned by Seller. 
27, Notices: All notices required by this Contract shall be 
either personally served upon the party to receive tho notice or sh~ll 
be mailed br u.s. mail, certifiac! mail, return .receipt raquasted,. · 
P!)Bt119e prepaid, ii"irected •to the party to receive the notice at the 
address shown below or at su~h other address a• may be provided to the 
parties from time to time and shall be deemed served when properly 
deposited in the U.S. mail. 
28, First Refusal to P1,rch,u;e: P1~rchaaer agrees to be bound by 
the first refusal to purchase _in fav~r of C & L Concerns, Inc. and 
Pavloffs as contained in Purchase·~nd Sale ~greement dated March3l~\ 
1978, a copy of which has been provided to Purchaser herewith. ~ 
DATED: '6 - at-r'/ 
7:,4~1u> 
STATE OF 4'llll&N 






3630 Runton Avenue South 
Seattle, Washington, 98144 
rft'~ ~ ~(U.r4z rthuroonMTatni ... -
"-~««£~' -Forenca R, ~ ni 
On this day peraonall:; appe:!li:ed ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS to ma know 
to be t~e individuals describEtd in and who executed the within and 
foregoing instrument and acknowle~ged that he signed the same as his 
free and voluntary act and deed, for the uaas and purposas therein 
mentioned. · 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SE~.1.-. th.ii 
STA!B OP WASHINGTON) 
ha 
COUNTY OF KING ) 
On this day poreonally appeared ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, to me know 
to b1 the Lndividuala daacribed in and who e1<ecut:1d the within and 
fore9oinq instrument and acknowl.edgd that ha aigned t.h1 aame a.s his 
free and voluntar1 act and de!d 1 for the uses and purposes therein 
mentioned, 






.. --.. r-''"' 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL this .Q/__ day of August, 1984. 
STATE OF WASHINGTOH) 
)ss 
COUNTY OF KING ) 
NOTAR~~~~e State 
of W~shington, residing at "'f'~ 
On this day personally appeared ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, to me 
known to be the individual who executed the within and foregoing 
instrument as attorn11y-in-fact o, FLORENCE R. WATKINS therein 
described, and acknowledged to m•J that he signed the same as such 
attorney-in-fact for said principal, freely and voluntarily, for the 
uses and purposes therein mentionl!t;l., and on oath stated that the power 
of attorney authorizing the exer:uti,;,11 of this instrument has not been 
revoked and that the said FLORE1CE R. WATKINS is now living, 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL ~his .....3..[__ day of August, 1984. 
NOTAR~C ~~ Stato 
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AMENDMENT TO REAL ESTATE CONTRACT 
This instrument evidences the agreement between Arthur Donald Watkins, individua])y 
and as trustee of the Husband's Trust under the Will of Florence R. Watkins (hereinafter 
referred to collectively as the "Seller") and Arnold Douglas Watkins, a married man acting 
solely in his individual capacity for the benefit of his separate property estate (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Purchaser") amending that certain real estate contract dated August 31, 1984, 
conveying to the purchaser an undivided 13 percent interest as a tenant in common into certain 
real property located in King County, Washington (the "Contract"). 
RECITALS 
A. On August 31, 1984, Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins entered 
into a contract to sell an undivided 13 percent tenancy in common interest in certain real 
property located in King County, Washington, to the Purchaser. 
B. On July 25, 1988, Florence R. Watkins died. Her undivided one-haJf community 
interest in the Contract passed to Arthur Donald Watkins as Trustee of a trust established under 
the terms of her will entitled the Husband's Trust. 
C. The Contract called for a down payment of$65,000 and installment payments of 
$5,590 per month until the remaining principal balance of$611.000, plus interest at nine 
percent per annum compounded monthly, was paid in full. The purchaser has requested that 
the monthly installments be reduced and that the payment term be lengthened. The Sellers are 
willing to make such accommodations on the terms and conditions set forth herein. 




NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
1. Alteration in Monthly Payroents. The parties hereby amend paragraph 3 of the 
Contract to read as follows: 
Purchaser agrees to pay the remainder of the purchase price in the amount of 
$611,000 in equal monthly installments of $5,590 each during the period 
commencing on the first day of October, 1984, and ending on the first day of 
November, 1995 and thereafter. in equaJ monthly instaHments of $2,800 each 
commencing with the payment due on the first day of December, t 995, and a like 
sum on or before the first day of each succeeding calendar month until the 
principal balance and principal interest has been paid in full. Interest shall 
commence at closing and shall be computed at the annual rate of nine percent per 
annum, compounded monthly, on the unpaid principal balance of the contract and 
(to the extent permitted by Washington law) on the overdue interest or other 
delinquent payments, from the due date thereof. Interest shall be calculated 
monthly on the basis of a 360-day year of 12, 30day months. 




Arthur Donald Watkins, Individually 
and as Trustee U/W of Florence R. 
Watkins (Husband's Trust) 
, 




CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
STATE OF _y_d-'--· GhD_. ___ ) 
)ss. 
COUNTY OF QdQ..... ) 
On this day personally appeared before me Arnold Douglas Watkins, to me known to be 
the individual described in and who executed the within and foregoing instrument. and 
acknowledged that he signed the same as his free and voluntary act and deed, for the uses and 
purposes therein mentioned. 
NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the State 
of :Idaro_, residing at w db ~o 
My appointment expires: 12 · z, · o \ 
STATEOF ·ue(o __ ) 
)ss. 
COUNTY OF-/U_.•-------- ) 
On this day personally appeared before me Arthur Donald Watkins, to me known to be 
the individual described in and who executed the within and foregoing instrument. and 
acknowledged that he signed the same as his free and voluntary act and deed, for the uses and 
purposes therein mentioned. 
Given under my hand and official seal this .LL ~Y of ,,.,..., ,:,/J. , }998. 
Signature: ~ W, OS .. 
Name (Print): c;...,.,,., w., -( ,:~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the State 
of 2.J..,_ residing at l4J.. , tst 4 
My appointment expires: _ 4/11/-,,. 







SECOND REAL ESTATE CONTRACT AMENDMENT 
This second real estate contract amendment is made and entered into this 301h December of 
December, 1998 between Arthur Donald Watkins and the Trustees of the Florence R. 
Watkins Husband's Trust, the successor contract vendors, and Arnold Douglas Watkins, as 
contract purchaser, the parties agreeing as follows: 
RECITALS 
A. The December 31, 1998 Fifth Amendment to that certain Lease which was dated 
December 27, 1974 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, as Lessor and C 
& L Concerns, Inc., as Lessee, reduced the monthly lease payment to be paid currently by the 
lessee to the RCC-Co-tenants as successors to the original lessors, to the aggregate sum of 
$34,000, from the earlier monthly lease payment of $46,000; and 
B. The underlying HUD insured loan on the property which is the subject of this contract 
does not permit early payoff or acceleration of loan payments but requires instead a level term 
amortization over the remaining 15 years of the original term based upon a current mortgage 
indebtedness of approximately $1.6 million. The only potential exception to this strict 
prohibition against early payoff would be that if the lessee were to be able to obtain approval of 
HUD for a transfer of fixed assets to the lessee (TPA), for a substantial rehabilitation of the 
leased facilities, and for the issuance of HUD insured construction and take-out loans, the current 
indebtedness would be refinanced in the TP A and rehabilitation process and the contract vendors 
would be released from liability thereon; and 
C. The eight related but separate real estate contracts between the contract vendors and the 
several RCC Co-tenants have each amortized to the point where the unpaid principal balances 
thereon are approximately equal to or less than each of the separate Co-tenant's pro-rata share of 
the underlying HUD insured loan, such that the contract vendors have little or no true or net 
equity left owing to them on these several contracts; and 
D. The payment schedule on this contract and the payment schedules on each of the several 
other separate real estate contracts with the other Co-tenants need to each be amended to reduce 
the required monthly payment on these contracts to an amount approximately equal to the 
interest accruing, respectively, on each of these contracts, which revised payment schedule 
should apply at least until such time as the underlying HUD insured loan can be paid off in full. 
Stated another way, the purpose ofrealigning the several separate contract payment schedules is: 
( 1) to ensure that the amortiz.ation of these contracts will track the amortization of the underlying 
HUD loan and (2) to bring the contract payment obligations to the point where they each more 
closely correspond to the funds actually available from the reduced lease cash flow available to 
the RCC Co-tenants resulting from the 5th 





' ' • 
Amendment to Lease, described above; 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
1. Commencing with the payment due for the month of January, 1999 and continuing 
monthly until one month prior to the scheduled payoff of the underlying HUD insured loan the 
monthly payment on this contract shall be one thousand six hundred forty five dollars 
($1,645.00), applicable first to interest accruing on the unpaid principal balance of this contract 
at the rate of 9% per annum, compounded monthly, and the balance, if any, to principal. One 
month prior to the regularly scheduled payoff the underlying HUD insured loan, contract 
purchaser shall pay the entire unpaid remainder ~f the principal of this contract. In the event the 
underlying loan is actually paid, with the permission of HUD, from the proceeds of a sale of the 
property by the RCC Co-tenants, the entire unpaid remainder of this contract shall 
simultaneously be paid in full as part of the same escrow transaction, and not otherwise. 
2. In all other respects the real estate contract between the parties as previously executed on 
August 31, 1984, as amended in 1997, remains in full force and effect and is expressly affirmed 
by the parties. 
December 30, 1998. 
CONTRACT VE"': 
~~ 
Arthur Donald Watkins, as his separate estate 
Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust, 
by: 
~~£!_~~ 
Brian Dale Watkins, Trustee 
/)~IF.:,c • { <'~ 
Donald Eugene Watldns, Trustee 
~ 4l > 6:::s -eWadsworth, Trustee 
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:RECEl'iED TIii$ DAY 
REAL ESTATE CONTMCT •• 
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UNDIVIDED 
Ju11 1.2 ~ s1 i'I! 'BS 
13% INTEREST IN TENII.NCYll'CEi{w)Hrfn~u,1~,00 
~~HSI:' ~•~19,00 
. 55 
BYTJIE ui'r'!:,ION OF' 
RECO!~liD1f:rl;iaoNiMAcT is entered into and effectivu as of the 31st d1y of 
KING COUi 1 ·t . 
l';ugust, 1984 1 between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS and FLORENCE R, W/1.TKINS, 
husband and wife, (hereinafter roferred to- collectively "as the 
"Seller" I and BRIAN DALE t1ATKINS ·, a married man acting solely in 
h~-~ individual capacity for the ben~fit of his separate propert.y 
estate and w-itho\lt pledging any community credit, (h111:einafter 
referred to. collnctively as the "Purchaser"), the parties agreeing as 
follOW!J: 
The Seller ngrees to sell to Purchaser and the Purchaser agrees 
to purchase from the Seller an undivided thirteen percent. 1!311 
·- . 
tenancy in corrunon int.erest in and to the following-described real 
property, with the appurtenances, in King Count), State of Washington: 
That portiN1 of Block 16, Byron Addition to the City of 
Seattle, IIC'cording to the plat: recorded in Volume 6 of 
L'lD.ts, r,agc 87, in King County, Washington, and of the 
vacated al.ley through said Block 16 and of ·,acated Renton 
Avenue, formerly Simpson Avenue, adjoining ~aid Blpck 16 and 
of the WP.st 352 feet of the Southeast quarter and of the 
Northeast quarter· of Section 16, Township 24 North, Range 4 
East, W,M,, in King County, Washington, detcribed as 
fol.lows: 
Beginning at the intersection of tho centerlines of South 
Walden Str.P.et and Claremont. Avenue S0uth1 proceeding 
South 27°'20'42" East along the centerline of Cluemont a 
distance of 30,00 feet, thence south &2•39•1e•,t1aat,-for 
30,00 feet, to the True Point of Be9innir,g1 thence 
continuing south 62•39' 18 11 West along the southerly margin 
of said South Walden Street, a distance of 216,00 feet to 
the Eut line of the West 40 ,00 foet of said Block 161 
thence South 27°20'42" East along said East line 154,4B feet 
to the North line nf the South 12,00 feet of naid Block 161 
thence North 87°13'15" West along said North line 46,25 feat 
to tho Wea I: line of. so.id Block 16 1 thence south 7 S • S 2 1 22" 
Wast 41.22 feet, thence Seuth 69°27 103" We.st 12!1,77 .faet to. 
tho Northouterly lino of Renton Avenuo1 thence 
south 29eo6 107" East along add Northi!asterly line 163, 82 
feet to a point which bears South 20'06'07" East 217,90 feet 
from the intersection of the North line of· said Southeast 
quarter with said Northea1terly lino, thence south 2s•21•2z• 
East alonq said Northeasterly line 65,73 feet, thence 
Nor:th 63'52'1'9 Bast 275,91 feat to the Eaat hne of said 
Wast 352 faat1 thence Nor:th 0'48 1 19 11 East 127,45 feet alon9 
said East line to the South line of said !lock 16; thence 
South 07°13'15" Eut along said South line 129,63 feet to 
the Northeasterly, lino of said Block 161 thence 
Ni:>rth 27°20 142 11 West along· said Northl\a\terly line 293. 69 
feet to the True Point of Beginning. 
SUBJECT T(h ea.aaments 
reaervat1ona of racocd, 
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SUBJECT TO: Note and mortgage dated October 1, 1973, 
recorded under. King County Rr.cording No. 73101004!11, 
covering both the real property included in this aale and 
certain equipment, not included in this sale, which note and 
mortaage has been subject to succeBBive assignments by the 
mor~9age holders and which is insured by the FHA ~ursuant to 
Section 232 of the National Housing Act, as amended, and 
modifications dated February 26, 1975, rP.corded under 
Recording No. 750306-03pl. 
SUBJECT TO: Lease elated December 27, 197 4, recorded under 
Recording No. 750219-0479, between Sellers· herein and 
Restful Manor Convalescent Home, Inc., d/b/a Restorative 
Care Center, and extensions, amendments and modifications 
thereof nr.de"C' which the lessee's interest is now held by C & 
L concerns, Inc., a Washington corporation, as tenant in 
possession and purchaser acknowledges receipt of a full copy 
of the lease and all amendments thereto. 
SUBJECT TO: Assignment of Rents and i:.eases dated 
February 21, 1975 record&d under Recording No. 750226-0166. 
SUBJECT TO: Two 




separate Regulatory Agreement& both dated 
recorded under Recording No. 7310t0-0492 
and the terms and condition& therein 
The purchase price is SIX HUNDRED 
SEVEN~1-SIX THOUSI\ND DOLLARS (,$676,000.001 representing this 
Purchaser's thirteen percent (131) share of the property. 
2. Down Payment: Purchaser agrees to deed to Seller his 
undivided tenancy-in-coll'.mon int.erest in certain exchange p~perties 
located in Ada Count:i,•, Idaho, as a downpayment to Seller such that 
this transaction will qualify ,as a partially tax free exchange 
pursuant to IRC §1031. The agreed value of Purchaser's exchange 
equity interest is SIXTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS (,$65,000.00). 
3. Balance of Purchase Price: The Purchaser agrees to pa~· the 
remainder of the purchase price in the amount of S:IX HUNDRED ELEVEN 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($511,000.00) in eq•~al inonthly installments of FIVE 
THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED NINETY DOLLARS ($5,590.00) 6ach, with the first 
installment due on or before the first day of October, 1984 and a like 
sum on or before the first clay of each succeeding calendar month until 
the entire balance of principal and interest has been paid in full. 
Interest shall co111111ence at closing and shall be computed at the annual 
rate of 91 per annum, compounded monthly, on the unpaid principal 
balance of the contract, and (to the extent pe:cmitted by Washington 
law) on any .ovarclun interest ..,r other delinquent payments, from the 
due date thereof. :r.nt:erest shall be calculated monthly on the basis 
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of a 360-day year of twelve, thirty-day montha. The amount of the 
monthly inatallment ia set to amortize the entire principal balance 
over thirty (301 years, more or less. 
4. Payments Absolute: The obligation of the Purchaser to make 
payments under this contract., is absolute a11d unconditional, 
irrespective of the a>cistence at any time of any claim, set-off, 
counterclaim, proceeding, disput~ or other matter involving a claim, 
or alleged claim, by the Purchaser against the Seller whether wider 
tt,is Contract or otherwise; provided, however, in the event Saller 
fails to cure any default by Seller in any payment obligation of the 
Seller undar·Parac;rrag>h JS hereof within five (5) days after service by 
Purchaser to Seller of Notice and De:nand to Cure Default, and on 
further condition that Purchaser is not then himself in default under 
this Contract or under any of the other agrea111GDts collateral htlreto, 
Purchaser shall be entitled to make such payment as aaay be neceaaary 
to cure Seller's default, or any portion thereof, and to deduct the 
amount so pald, togP-ther with interest at •ighteen percent (181) per 
annum from date of payment, from the installment paym~nta next 
following due Seller. 
s. No Prepayment Unless Consented to in Writings IN NO EVENT 
iSHALL PURCHASER PREPAY IN ADVANCE ALL OR ANY l'ORTION OF TUB HONTHL!' 
INSTALLMENTS SPEC:FIZD PRIOR TO OCTOBl!IR, 2004, WITHOUT THI PRIOR 
WRITTEN CON3EN'l' OP 'l'HB SELLER, WHICH COIIISBNT HAY BE NXTHHELD NITHOU'l' 
REASON OR CAUSE IN SELLER'S SOLE DISCRB'rlOH. 'l'BE PARTIES ACKNOWLEDGE 
ANY EARLY PREPAl.'MEt~T tlOULD CAUSE SELLER SUBSTANTIAL DAMAGES, 'l'HE El.ACT 
AMOUNT OF WHICH IS HO'l' CAPABLE OF ASCERTAINMBNT AT THIS TIME. AS A 
RESULT, THE STKIC~ PRO~IBI'l'ION AGAINST PNEPAYMENT WITHOUT PRIOR 
CONSENT OF SELLER. IS A MATERIAL INDUCEMSNT TO THE FORMATION O!' THIS 
COHTRAC'l'. IN THE EVENT OF ANY BREACH OR THaBATBHED BREACH HBRBOP, 
SBLLER SHALL HAVB THE RIGHT 'l'O R1ll'U8B PAYMBN'l' AND SEEK IHJUNCTIYB 
RELIEF IN ADDITION TO RECOVERY OF INCIDENTAL OR CONSEQUE~IAL DAMAGES, 
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED !O, PEDEBAL J\ND STATE IHCOMB TAXES WHICH MAY 
BE DUI!. AS A RESULT OF AN~ ATTEMPTED PREPAYMENT, ALL AS MAY BE PROVEN 
AT TlME OF TRIAL. No consent by Seller to prepayment in whole or in 
part previously requested or granted to Purchaee:r herein or to any 
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other co-Tenant Purchaser shall constitute a waiver or abandonment by 
Seller of his right to refuse consent as to any further prepayment, 
6. Acceptan:e/Tender of Payments; Late Payment Penalty I All 
payments made on the balance of the purchase price as provided above 
shall be made · payable to , Seller by automatic disbursement 
authori~ation, or delivered in person or by United States Mail, with 
first-class postRge prepaid, and addressed as directed by Seller from 
time to time, Howe,rer, payment shall not be considered "delivered• 
until actually re~oived by Seller, In the event of payment tendered 
other thar. by certified check, money order or legal tender of the 
United States, "d,>:livery" to Seller shall be conditioned upon and 
shall only date ;rom the date of acceptance of Purchaser's check, 
draft or other ir,strume:it for payment on presentation to maker' 11 bank 
or payee institutiun. All payments made on the balance of the 
pur.:hase price shall iirst be credited to late payment penalties or 
other payments due as a result of default by Purchaser and then to 
interest and finally to principal. r.f Purchaser is more than five (5) 
days late in ma.king an installment payment, Purchaser sha~l pay to 
Seller an additional sum equal to two percent (211) of t.he payment 
amount as penalty. 
'l. Reserve- Account: Purchaser agrees to open and continuously 
maintaiu a reserve deposit account in the Purchaser's name in a bank 
or other insured institutional depository a.ccount as approved by 
Seller. The excess of the lease payments over the real estate contract 
installment paymont;s. and interest thereon, shall accumulate in the 
reserve account •Jntil a minimum balance of TWENTY-TWO THOUSAND THREE 
HUNDRED SIXTY DOLLt\R3 ($22,360, OOJ has been reached, which minimum 
balance shall be thereafter maintained, The reserve account, up to 
the minimum balance, shall be assigned by Purchaser to Seller by 
separate agreement giving Seller irrevocable power of attorney to 
withdraw and apply the funda from the account to cure any default in 
payment by Purchaser, The a~clusiva source of funds deposited in the 
reserve account shall be funds derived from the property or interest 
on reserve iicco1Jnt deposits. 
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e. Conditio~a Precedent to the Obligations of the Seller 
Hereunder, Ali obligations of the Seller under this Agreement are 
subject to the fulfillment, prior to or at the closing date, of each 
of the following conditions: 
(a) Confirmation that, on the cloaing date, no suit, action 
or other proceeding is pending or threatened before any court or 
governmental agencv in which it is sought to restrain or prohibit 
or to obtain da11ages or other "t"elief in connection with this 
agreement or the consummation of the transactions contemplated 
hereby and that no investigation that might eventuate in any 
suit, action or proceeding is then pending or threatened. 
(bl Proof that all regulatory approvals by the Washington 
State Department of social and Health Services necessary for the 
sale a~d purchase as herein contemplated shall have been received 
all without conditior.. or exception. 
9, Closing: The closing shall take place at 3630 Renton Avenue 
south, Seattle, Waahington, 98144, at 10,00 a.m. Seattle time, on the 
Jlst day of Au9ust 1 1984 or at such other date mutually agreeable to 
the parties af~er' receipt of the laat regulatory action or approval 
required for or &ffecting the transaction herein contemplated, but in 
no event lattir than September 14, 1984. The time and date of the 
closing is refer.roacl t;o herein as the "closing date•. 
10. RAmedia& . and Waiver&: t-Jo remedy hara in conferred' upon any 
party hereto is intended to be exclusive of any other remedy and each 
and every such remady shall be cummulative and shall be in addition to 
every other remed)· given hereunder, or aa NY be now or hereafter 
existing at law or in equity or by statute or ott:ierwise. No delay or 
omission on the part of any party hereto in exercising any right 
hereu~der shall operate as a waiver of such right and a waiver of any 
right hex1under on ~ny one or more occaaions shall not be construed as 
a bar to or watvsr of any such right on any future occas.1.on. Time ia 
of the essence o.F thJ.s contract. 
11. Taxes and Assessments: The Purchaaer assumes and agrees to 
pt.y before delin111:1a~cy all taxes anrl assessments that may as bet.wean 
Purchaser and seller become a lien on said real estate. Thia covenant 
of Purchaser i& a?,&olute and shall ·be deernad breached upon any 
delinquency in t.he payment of taxes and/or asae11mants levied on the 
property ms a whole re9ardle1s of any lease term requiring the lessees 
to be primarily responsible for such payments or any provision for 




prorating secondary responsiblity therefor between or among any other 
co-Tenants. 
J.2, Insurance, Hold Harmless, Risk of I,oaa and Posssession I The 
Purchaser a9rees until the purchase price is fully paid to keep t:he 
buildings and improvements now, and hereafter placed on said. real 
estate insured ~o the actual replace111ant coat thereof againnt loas or 
damage for all pedls in a company acceptable to thP Seller and for 
the Seller's ·benefit, as his interea~ may appear, and to pay all 
premiums therefor and to prcmptly deliver all policies, l.ou payee 
endorsements, additional insured endorsements and renewals thereof to 
the Seller. The Purchaser assumes all hazards of damage to or 
destruction of any· improvements now on said real estate or here•fter 
placed thereon and of the takinq of said real estate or any part 
thereof for public uae1 and agrees that no such damage, destruction or 
taking shall conat~tute a failure cf consideration. In case any part 
of the real estatt1 is taken for pul:>lic use, the portion of the 
condemnation award remalning after payment of reasonable expanses of 
procuring the same shall ~e paid to the Sellar and applied~· payment 
on the purchase price herein unless the Seller elects to require the 
Purchaser to apply · all or a portion of suc:h condemnat:l.on award to th11 
rebuilding or restoration of any improvements damaged by such t:aking, 
In case of damage or destruction from a peril insured against, the 
proceeds of such insurance re.maining after pay,nent of the reasonable 
expense of procuring the same, shall be devot.ed to the restoration or 
rebuilding of auch improvements within a reasonable time unless the 
Sellr.·r elects that. Hid proceeds shall be paid to h:.m for application 
on the purchase price herein, Purchaser agrees to keep the building 
and all improvements on the premises in good condition and repair and 
not to parmit, auff11r or allow waste ..nd agrees not to use the 
premises or any p~rt thereof for any illegal purpose or for any 
purpo~e other than the rendering of nursing home services unless 
approved by Seller and to maintain the premises strictly in compliance 
with all applicable laws, rules and regulations of all governmental 
agenoiea having jurisdiction over the nursing home operations. In 
orde~ to insure compliance with the terms of this contract during the 
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;/·~= of this Contract, tl,e Seller shall have the right to inspect the 
premises i"I person and through any acJent designated by him at any time 
and without prior notice to Purchaser, Purchaser shall be entitled to 
possession of said real estate on date of closJ.ng subject to the lease 
describea above and to retain po_ssession so long as Purchaser is not 
in default hereunder. The Purchaser covenants to pay all ser•1ice, 
installation or com::tz:uction charges for water, sewer, electricity, 
garbage or other utility services fu~nished to said real ostate aft~r 
closing. In case the Purchaser fail£: to m-::i.ke a payment herein 
provided or to maint~in insurance as herein required, the Seller may 
make such payment o:: effect such insurance and any amount so paid by 
tile Seller, together with default interest at the rate of eighteen 
percent (18%) per allnum thereon from date of payment until repaid, 
shall be repayable- by Purchaser on S_eller I s demand, all without 
prejudice to any cth~r right the Seller might have by reason of such 
default, Purchaser expressly saves a11d holdG the Saller harmless from 
any and all liablity of any kind or nature whatsoever to any person 
that may arise from the acts or omissions of the Purchaser or of the 
operating entity for the nursing home on the real property. In 
addition to the casualty insurance coverage, Purchaser agrees to cause 
beth Seller and Purcheo.ser to be named as additional in11ureds on the 
lessee's public liabil.ity insurance o:~ to provide similar limits of 
· broad form public liabil:lty insurance by separate coverage and policy 
naming Purchaser, all Co-Tenants and Seller ;is additional insureds, 
all in such form and with such companies as may be acceptable to 
Seller. 
13, Purchaser's Inspection: The Purchaser agrees that full 
inspection of sidd re~l estate has been made and that neither the 
Seller nor his assiyr,s ,9hall be held to any covenant r·especting the 
cond:Lt::Lon of any improvements thereon nor shall the Purchaser or 
Seller or assign, of ·sither be held to any covenant or agreement for 
alterations, improvements or repairs unless the covenant or agreement 
relied en is containQld herein or is in writing and attached to and 
made a part of this contract, 







































14, Modifications to Lease: Purchaser herein covenants and 
agrees to assume and perform all obligations of the les~or under the 
le~se and to huld seller fully harmlees therefrom, except as otherwise 
provided herein, and to neither suffer nor allow any future 
modification therPof nor defau,lt by either lessor or by le:ssee 
thereunder, except such modification as is strictly in accordance with 
Seller's written consent, which consent may be arbitrarily withheld or 
given subject tu such conditions as Seller m.1y in hio sole discretion 
impose, 
15. Sellei: to Comply with Terms of Mortgage and Note: Seller 
agrees to make all periodic monthly payments, including reserve 
payments, corning due on said note and mortgage in the ordinary course, 
and assumption b7 Purchaser shall be specifically prohibited, 
provided/ ho~eva1:, P~rchaser ·~ovenants and agrees to perform all 
covenants and conditions in said note and mortgage respecting the use, 
condition, operation and maintenance of the premises and any default 
by Purchaser, in~luding Purchaser's lessee, shall be and constitute a 
default by Purchaser under this Contract, 
16, Encumbrances on Title; Title Insurance, Conveyance of Title 
on Fulfillment of Contract; ~ecording of Contract: 'l'he Seller 
represents that to his knowledge there are no liens or encumbrances on 
the above-described real property except those of record. Any title 
report or title insurance hereon shall be at Purchaser's aole option 
-and e:xpense. At Purchaser's request, Seller agrees to execute and 
deliver to a true escrow his warranty fulfillment deed, which deed, on 
full payment of the purchase price and interest in the manner 
hereinabove sp~cified, is to be delivered to Purchaser, The warranty 
fulfillment deed shall convey the Purchaser's undivided thirteen 
percent (l31) tenancy in c~nunon interest in the real property, 
excepting any part that may hereafter be condemned, free and clear of 
encumbrances, exce~t those mentioned herein, and any that may accrue 
hereafter through any person other than the Seller, The cost of 
asta~liahing the true escrow for holding and delivery of the warranty 
fulfillment deed shall be paid entirely by Purchaser, 't'he Escrow 
Instructions shall be in form &ooeptable to the 4ttornsya for both the 




Purchaser and the Seller. Thn seller and the Pur~haser covenant and 
agree that neither this Cont.ract nor any memorandum, notation or 
reference hereto shal.l be recorded in the public records of King 
county, Washington or elaewh•re, nor shall a copy hereof be furnished 
to anyone, except with the • prior written consent of Seller. 
Violation of the provisions of this paragraph silall be an event of 
default under this Contract. 
l 7. Prohibition on Assignment: So long as the Purchaser is 
indebted to the Seller, none of the rights granted hereunder to the 
Purchaser may be assigned in whole er in part or the performence of 
any duties delegated without the prior written consent of the Seller, 
which consent may be arbitrarily withheld. If consent is once given, 
Seller shall ncwertheless be entitled to withhold consent arbitrarily 
to any future.- assignment. This restriction on assignment or 
delegation is to be construed in the broadest sense to preclude any 
marital, testa~entary or intervivos transfer or assignment, any 
transfer \lnder court order o:.· the bankruptcy laws or any assignrient 
for the benefit of creditors, any execution, attachment.or ,levy, any 
assignment or pledge as security, and including any transfer or 
assignment bP.tween or among the Co-Tenants as provided for in the 
Tenancy in Common Operating Agreement and covenantd. Except as 
otherwise provided herein, this Agreement shall bind and inure to the 
benefit of the Purchasel: and the Seller and their respective legal 
representatives, successors and assigns. 
lB. Broker.,, Leqal Advice and Cost, of Closina: All 
negotiations relative to this Agreement have been carried on by the 
Seller with the Purchaser without the intervention of any other person 
in such manner as to give rise to an~· valid claim against any of the 
parties hereto for a brokerage collU\lission, finder's fee or other like 
payment. Each of the parties hereto has bean represented by separate 
and independent legal counsel and none of the parties have relied upon 
legal advice given by any other party, Each of the parties to this 
Contract shall bear his or her own respective expansea incurred by or 
on behalf of him/her in connection with the authorization, 
preparation, execution and closing of thi• purchase, including without 




limitation, all fees and expenses of agentn, representntives, counsel, 
aoceuntants and escrow fees. Seller agrees to pay the excise tax 
imposed under RCW Chapter 82. 45 promptly after closing and bef.ore 
delinquency and to pa:,, the stamp or conveyancing taxes imposed on 
delivery of the fulfillment ~eed on final fulfillment of this 
Contract. 
19. Aeplicabla Law and Venue: This Contract shal1 be 
interpreted and ,construed according to tho laws of the State of 
Washington and venue and jurisdictiQn in any action or proceeding 
relati~g to t~is Contract shall be laid in the Superior Court of the 
State of Washington for King County. 
20. &i:!!!ndment and Modification, The Seller and the Purchaser 
may amend, modi"l:y or supplement this Contract only by an agre£ment in 
writing sig~ed: !)y them and no oral amendments, 1110difications or 
·, 
supplements s~ll be enforced against either party hereto. 
21. Further Instruments: Bach party agrees to execute and 
deliver such instruments and to taka such other actions as any other 
party may reaeonably request in order to carry out the transactions 
contemplated by this Contract. 
22. Aaai5)lglent of Leasas and Rant11 Seller agrees to execute by 
separate instrwaant contemporaneous with the closing of this sale a 
lessor's assignment of an undivided thirteen percent (131) tenancy in 
common intar•st in the leaae described above with c , L Concerns, 
Inc. , which e.ssign111ent shall specificaJ.ly be subject to the te:r:ms and 
conditions of this Contract. Simultaneously, Purchaser shall execute 
an assignmer1t back to Seller of the Purchaser's undivided thirteen 
percerit (131) tenancy in common interest under said lease, including 
rents due hereunder, all as additional security to secure the prompt 
and faithful performance of Purchaser's obligations hereunder. In 
connection with'auch security assignment, the parties agree that auch 
assignment shall be deemed a security agr-nt under UCC Article 9 
and Purchaser agree• to provide to Selier financing statements, 
continuation statement.a a.nd other document.a as may be requellted from 
time to time in order to mainta;i.n Seller's interest therein as a 
perfected security int.area~. 




23. Default bv Purchaser: It is agreed that in the avant the 
Purchaser shall fail t:o comply wit:h or perfo:m any condition or 
agreement hereof or to make any payment required hereunder promptly at 
the time and in tho manner required or in the event the Purchaaer 
shall in any way be in default ,hereunder, seller may without further 
demand or notice declare all amounts due hereuncler or otherwise and 
pursuant to thia Contract inunediately due and payable so as to affect 
a. true ;icceleration of the entire balance of t11e unpaid obligation 
secured hereby, Thereafter lhe entire balar.ce of the indebtedness to 
the Seller shall be immediately due and owing and shall draw default 
interest at th,i rate of one and one-half percent (ll:i, l per month, 
compounded mo11thly, on the balance remaining or at the highest. rate of 
interest permitted by law if one and one-half percent ll~I) per month, 
compounded 111Dnthly is ln excess of the highest rate of default 
interest then permitted by law. Thereafter, Seller may elect to 
either enforce the debt against the Purchaser by foreclosi119 under 
this Contract by judicial proceeding a,;1 a IIIDrtgage with or without 
seeking a deficiency or else by declaring all the Purchase:,;• e rights 
hereunder tez:rninctec, and upon his doJ.ng so, all payments made by the 
Purchaser her;.under and all improvements placed upon the real estate 
shall be forfeited to the Seller as liquidated damages, and the Seller 
shall have tbe right to have a re~eivor appointed for the lease 
payraents and the right to re-enter and take possession of the 
Purchaser• s ui:ao.\1vided interest in the real estate. Seller may also 
elect to pursue his alternate rem.9dies simultaneously making an 
election at. •ny time prior to final judgment, whether or not those 
remedies may be deemed inconsistent, provided, however, in the event 
Seller elects tu foreclose this Contract by judicial proceedings as a 
mortgage and further elects not to waive a deficiency judgment, no 
deficiency juciqmant shall be entered thereon against Pu.rchaser in 
exc:esw of the SWII of fees ilrtd expenses fixed in said proceeding under 
paragraph 24 of this Contract plus accrued unpaid 1nt.arast to date of 
entry of the deficiency judg,nant and any sums reimbursable to Seller 
under paragr~phs ll and 12 hereof for advances made on behc1.lf of 
Purch•ser • 





24, Events of ~: If the Purchaser is in default and 
desires to cure the default, Purchaser agrees to pay, as a prior 
condition to curing the default, in addition to penalty or default 
interest as of:.herwise provided herein a fee in the amount of •rwc 
Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250,00) ,for each valid default notice served 
upon Purchaser by Seller and the amount of each such default notice 
fee shall be due within five IS} clays of service of such notice, Upon 
Seller's election to serve notice of default on Purchaser for any 
default by Purchaser under this Contract, wl1ether or not suit is 
filed, or upon Seller's election to file suit ·::o enforce any covenant 
of this con::r.act,' including suit to collect payment of any money due 
hereunder or to enforce any other covenant hereunder or under any of 
the col.lateral documents required to be delivered pursuant hereto, or 
to enforce this Contract as a mortgage or to bring suit to procure an 
adjudication of the termination of the Purchaser's rights hereunder, 
the Purchaner. llgrees to pay and reimburse Seller the reasonable sums 
and expenses as may be incurred by Seller as Seller's attorney's fees, 
expert witnes~ tees and all costs and e~penses in connection with such 
def,mlt and/er suit, incl1.1ding but not limited tc,, the reasonable 
costs of scai:chi.ng records to deterrnine the condition of title at the 
date default occurs or suit is commenced, which sums shall be 
immediately dui., in addition to any other payment di.le under this 
Contract and if unpaid shall bE1 included tn any judgment or decree 
entered in nny suit. Purchaser further covenants that Purchaser shall 
be in default hereunder in the event Purchaser suffers or allows any 
of the following additional events to occur: 
(a) If the Purchaser shall admit in writing his inability 
to pay his debts generally as they become due, 
(bl If the Purchaser files a petition for bat1kruptcy or a 
petition ~.o take advantage of any insolvency act. 
(:::) If the Purchaser makes an assignment for the benefit. of 
credit'>r:1. 
hll If the Purchaaer consents to the appoint.mant of a 
receivor for the real estate or of any substantial part thereof. 
le) ll:, on a petition for bankruptcy, the l!'u~haser is 
adjudicated a bankrupt or if he files a petition or answer 
seekin9 reor9anization or arrangement under the Federal 
Bankrupt.cy laws or any other applieable law or statute of the 
United Gt.ates of A.'llarica or any other jurisdiction or if the 
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court of compantent jurisdiction shall ~nter an order of judgment 
or decree appointing a receiver of all or any of the property of 
the Purchaser or approving a petition filed against the Purchaser 
seeking a reorganization or arrangement under the Federal 
Bankruptcy Laws or any applicable law or statute of the Unit.ad 
states of American or any otha:c- :jurisdiction and suc.:h order, 
judgment or decree shall not be vacated or set aside or stayed 
within sixty (60) days from the date of the entry thereof or if, 
under the provisions of any, other law, far the relief or aid of 
debtors any court. of competent juraidiction shall assume custody 
or control of the Purchaser or of the i.·hole or any suba·.:antlal 
part of the property or :>f the assets of the Purchaser and auch 
custody or control shall not be termined or stayed within aiKty 
(60) daya from the date of assumption of such custody or control. 
(£1 If the Purchaser shall otherwise breach any term, 
coven~nt or condition of this Contract or of any of the 
collate-c-l. agreements executed contemporaneously herewith or 
delivered pursuant hereto, 
25, ?!.,Otiee of Default Prior to Forfeiture: rn the event of 
default by P~rchseer, Seller may givo notice to Purchaser as follows 
and any such notice, when so given, ehall be conclusively de-d to be 
sufficient nntice and opportunity for Purchaser to respond and to cure 
any defaults specified therein, without any: necessity that Seller 
grant any "Other, further or more extended grace periods before 
declaring the forfeiture and termination of Purchaser's rights u11der 
this Cont1:act1 
(to.I If default shall be made in the prompt and punctual 
payment of all or any part of any payment owing to Seller when 
and aa the same shall become due and payable, wnathe,: the default 
is with regard to a monthly inatallllent, acceleration of the 
debt, paynent of charges for serving a notico of default, payment 
of attorr.oy•s fees, expert witness fees, coats or other ~xpenses 
incurred by Seller as a result of Purchaser's default, or whether 
the pay11ent is due as a result cf money advanced by Sellar on 
account of insurance, taxes, assessments, repair of waate or 
damage to the premises, or as a re1111lt of any payment c!ua an 
account of any default by any of the Purchaser's Co-Tenants or af 
the leaaee or otherwise, such notice of default shall allow a 
grace per.lod of ten (10) da:,s to make payment afte,: service of 
notice. 
(bl In the event of any e.efault in the prompt and tilll8ly 
performance of any other condition, covenant or 2greement on the 
part of the Purchaser to be observed or performed purau1mt to 
this Agreement or pursuant any other collateral or 
contemporaneous agreements er othe1wiee, which default cannot ba 
cured solely by the payment of money to seller, the notice of 
default shall allow a grace period of thirty (30J days to cure 
the default after service of natiaa, 
26, All Property Subject to 9Eeratin9 Agreement and Covenants1 
Seller warrants and agr.aas to require the execution of the Tenancy in 
Common Operating Agreement and Covenants in the form attached hereto 
and incorpo::-ated herein by thia reference by each and every party tt.> 
whom he may hereafter sell, transfer or convey or contraict to sell, 






transfer or convey any further intarast in the co•tonancy property so 
that the covenants of that agreement will bind all future co•tanants, 
exclusive of seller, and all tho Seller I a remaining interest in the 
property once it is no longer own~d by Seller, 
27, Notices I All notices required by this Contract shall be 
either personally served upon the party to receive the notice or shall 
be mailed by U,S, mail, certified mail, return .receipt. requested,. 
p~stage prepaid, ifirected . to the party to :receive the notice at the 
address shown below or ~t such other addres1 as l'll'IY ba provided to the 
parties from time to time and shall be deem.ad served when properly 
deposited in the U,S, mail. . .. 
28. First Re!usal to Purchase: Purchaser agrees to be bound by 
the first refusal to purchase in favor of C & L Concerns, Inc, and 
Pavloffs as c~ntained in Purchase and Sale Avreement dated Harchl\,, 
1978, a copy cf which has been provided to Purchaser herewith. ~ 
DATED! ~ J~/,r/ 
PURCHASER1 
.. 4974 Cree Way 
Boise, Idaho', 83709 
~:,(/}~~~ filn Daeee :i..na 
r./....L., 
STATE OF-4MION 




on this day personally appeared ·BRIAN DALE WATKINS to me know 
to be ~he individuals described in and who executed the within and 
foregoin~ instrument and acknowledged that he signed the same as his 
free and vol\lntary act and deed, for the uses and purposes therein 
mentioned, . 
Givi.i UllD•• ~r HAND AND SEAL th~dlf of Auv•••, 1984, 
N~BL~nd for the State 
of eu9en, residing at Bea,·· 
::t:J.~ 
&TATB or WASHXNGTON, 
Isa 
COUNTY OF KING J 
· On this day personally appeared ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, to ma know 
to be the individuals described in and who executed the within and 
fore9oing instrument: and acknowledged that he signed the same as his 
free and voluntary act. ar.d dead, for the uaaa and purposes therein 
mentioned. · 
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...... 
GIVEN UNDER MY H.IIND AND SEA~ 
STATE OF ~ASHING'l'ON) 
Isa 
COUN'J.'Y OF KING ) 
..... 
this .::iL._ day of August, 1984. 
~~ NOTARY PUBLIC in nn~~ 
of Washington, residing at 1 
on this day personally appeared AR'l!HUR DONALD WATKINS. to ... 
known to be the individual who execu~d ~he within and farqoing 
instrument as ettorney-in-fact of PLORBiK:B R. WA'?KIMS therein 
described, and acknowledged to me that ha signed the &81114! es such 
attorney-in-fact for said principal, fremly and vol11ntarily, for the 
uses and purpoae1 therein mentioned, and on oath stated that tha power 
of att~rney authorizing the execution of this ingtrument has not been 
·,:evoked and that the said FLORENCE R. WATKINS ia now living, 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL this ...s.L... day of August, 1984, 
~~~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC in antfiJ,_SJ;,ate 
of Washington, residing at'--"""""""'----"--
.......... ····-. ·-
REAL ESTAT:i;: CONTRA"C'l' --15 ...... ~ ....... . 
-··--~ ...... .. .... .. 
r •••• •."=. 
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.... 
t\Ll:.U 1or Kecoru at K~~ut::,l v 
NantJ.-f< kf I £, .. v-e_.S /~.!'./-+' j 
_.. 41rr-vL -· 
.-:.. 











AMENDMENT TO REAL ESTATE CONTRACT 
This insttumeot evidences the agreement between Arlhur Donald Watkins, individually 
and as trustee of the Husband's Trust under the Will of Florence R. Watlrins (hereinafter 
refem:d to collectively as the "Seller") and£Brian. Dale'W-itkms~"a lllinicd'man aaing solely in 
his individual capacity for the benefit of his separate property esla1e (hereinafter referred to as 
the "Purchaser") amending that certain n:al estate ~t dated August 31, 1914, com,eying to 
the purcbascr an Qlldivided 13 percent interest as a tenant in common into certain real property 
located in King County, Washin@ton (the "Contract"). 
RECITA~ 
A On August 31, 1984, Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins entered 
into a contract to sell an Wtdivided 13 percent tenancy in common interest in certain real 
' ; ) property located ,in King County, Washington. to the ~baser. 
) 
.,,· 
B. On July 25, 1988, Floren" R. Watkins died Her undivided one-half community 
interest in the c.ontract passed to Arthur Donald Watkins as Trustee of a trust established under 
the tenns of her will entitled the Husband's Trust. 
C. The Cootmd called for a down payment of $6S.OOO and instalJmc:nt payments of 
$5,390 per momh until the nmtaining principal balance of $6 I 1,000, plus interest at nine 
percent per annum~ monthly, was paid in full. The purdlaser bas requested that 
the monthly installments be reduced and that the payment term be lengthened. The Sellers are 
wiling to make such accommodationl on the terms and cooditioos set fm1h hmein. 





NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
1. AIJmtion in Month)y Payments. The parties hereby amead parapaph 3 of the 
Conlnlct to read as follows: 
Purchaser agrees to pay the remainder of the purchase price, in the amount of 
$611,000 iD equal monthly ins1atlments ofSS,S90 each during the period 
commencing on the first day of October, 1914. and ending on the first day of 
November, 1995 and thereafter. in equal monthly mstalhncldsofS2.800each, 
WilUllCllCing with the payment due on the first day of ',O)ecember, 199.S. and a like 
sum on or before the first day of each succeeding calendar month mdil the 
principal balance and principal interest has been paid in full. Interest shall 
commence at closing and shall be computed at the annual rate of nine percent per 
annwn, compounded monthly, on the unpaid principal balance of the con.tract and 
(to the extent permitted by Washinaton Jaw)on the o\'Cfduc interest or other 
delinquent payments, from the due date thereof. Interest shall be calculated 
~ly on tJJe basis of a 36Cklay year or 12, 30day mond1s. 





and as Trustee U/W ofFloreaHie R. 
Watkins (Husballd's Trust) 
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On this day pmlO!llllly appean,d befoae me Brian Dale w~ to me known a, be the 
indMdual desail,ed in IDcl 'MIO CDCdled the widaill and fingoing imtnnnent, and 
actnowk:dgaf lhat he silfled the same as bis ftee and voluntary act and deed. for tlw -• 
purposes tbema mentioned. 
1 • 
STATE OF '-sld&Jc1 
CDUNTYOF /4.. 
NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the S1llte 
of ::pjO,t,p , tesiding at ~ 




On this day penonaUy appean,d before me Arthur Donald Watk• to me known to be 
the indMdual deacribcd in ad who executed the widlin • fonw,ing instrulllmt. and 
acknowledged that be siped the same as his ftte and voluntmy act and deed. for the uaes and 
purposes themn IJlcntiODCd. 
Given under my band and off"IC'ial seal this.,;>/ ~Y of ;/NeJ~ . 1997. 
~~711.~ 
Name (Print): l.4.t.Lt'4. f>f. ,4,;d~ ~- r,,.. .,. 
NOT~Y PUBLIC i!' ~ to, the Sta~ --: :: = 
of r..Y(Yi,d teSidina at 7 ~LA., 







SECOND REAL ESTATE CONTRACT AMENDMENT 
This second real estate contract amendment is made and entered into this 30th December of 
December, 1998 between Arthur Donald Watkins and the Trustees of the Florence R. 
Watkins Husband's Trust, the successor contract vendors, and Brian D. Watkins, as contract 
purchaser, the parties agreeing as follows: 
RECITALS 
A. The December 31, 1998 Fifth Amendment to that certain Lease which was dated 
December 27, 1974 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, as Lessor and C 
& L Concerns, Inc., as Lessee, reduced the monthly lease payment to be paid currently by the 
lessee to the RCC-Co-tenants as successors to the original lessors, to the aggregate sum of 
$34,000, from the earlier monthly lease payment of $46,000; and 
B. The underlying HUD insured loan on the property which is the subject of this contract 
does not permit early payoff or acceleration ofloan payments but requires instead a level term 
amortization over the remaining 15 years of the original term based upon a current mortgage 
indebtedness of approximately $1.6 million. The only potential exception to this strict 
prohibition against early payoff would be that if the lessee were to be able to obtain approval of 
HUD for a transfer of fixed assets to the lessee (TP A), for a substantial rehabilitation of the 
leased facilities, and for the issuance of HUD insured construction and take-out loans, the current 
indebtedness would be refinanced in the TP A and rehabilitation process and the contract vendors 
would be released from liability thereon; and 
C. The eight related but separate real estate contracts between the contract vendors and the 
several RCC Co-tenants have each amortized to the point where the unpaid principal balances 
thereon are approximately equal to or less than each of the separate Co-tenant's pro-rata share of 
the underlying HUD insured loan, such that the contract vendors have little or no true or net 
equity left owing to them on these several contracts; and 
D. The payment schedule on this contract and the payment schedules on each of the several 
other separate real estate contracts with the other Co-tenants need to each be amended to reduce 
the required monthly payment on these contracts to an amount approximately equal to the 
interest accruing, respectively, on each of these contracts, which revised payment schedule 
should apply at least until such time as the underlying HUD insured loan can be paid off in full. 
Stated another way, the purpose of realigning the several separate contract payment schedules is: 
(1) to ensure that the amortization of these contracts will track the amortization of the underlying 
HUD loan and (2) to bring the contract payment obligations to the point where they each more 
closely correspond to the funds actually available from the reduced lease cash flow available to 
the RCC Co-tenants resulting from the 5th 
SECOND AMENDMENT TO REAL.ESTATE CONTRACT- page 1 of 2 
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Amendment to Lease, described above; 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
1. Commencing with the payment due for the month of January, 1999 and continuing 
monthly until one month prior to the scheduled payoff of the underlying HUD insured loan the 
monthly payment on this contract shall be one thousand six hundred forty five dollars 
($1,645.00), applicable first to interest accruing on the unpaid principal balance of this contract 
at the rate of 9% per annum, compounded monthly, and the balance, if any, to principal. One 
month prior to the regularly scheduled payoff the underlying HUD insured loan, contract 
purchaser shall pay the entire unpaid remainder of the principal of this contract. In the event the 
underlying loan is actually paid, with the permission of HUD, from the proceeds of a sale of the 
property by the RCC Co-tenants, the entire unpaid remainder of this contract shall 
simultaneously be paid in full as part of the same escrow transaction, and not otherwise. 
2. In all other respects the real estate contract between the parties as previously executed on 
August 31, 1984, as amended in 1997, remains in full force and effect and is expressly affirmed 
by the parties. 
December 30, 1998. 
CONTRACT VENDORS: 
~~~ 
Arthur Donald Watkins, as his separate estate 
Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust, 
by: 
£·«~ 
Brian Dale Watkins, Trustee 
7)~~12:, e (~~ 
Donald Eugene Watkins, Trustee 
Contract Purchaser: 
Brian D. Watkins 
a 
George Wadsworth, Trustee 
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REAL ES'!'ATE CONTRACT 
89t"06,..12 #0860 D 
UNDIVIDED 131 INTEREST IN TENANC~er:Q «!OMMIHl,00 
·CASH5L ~""*'!~,OO 
55 
THIS CONTRACT is entered into and effective as of the 3lGt dly of 
~ugust, 1984 1 between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS and FLORENCE R, WATKINS, 
husband and wLfe, (hereinafter referred . to'. collectively \s the 
"Seller") and DONALD EUGENE WATKIN~ a married man acting solely ir, 
his individual capacity for the beneiit of his separate property ~. . .. 
estate, ar.d without pledging any community credit, (hereinafter 
referred to collectively as the "Purchaser"), the parties agreeing ns 
follows: 
The Seller agrees to sell to Purchaser and the Purchaser agrees 
to purchase from the Seller an undivided thirteen percent. {13\ l 
tenancy in common intere3t in and to the following-d~scribcd real 









That portion of Block 16, Byron Addition to the City of 
Seattle, according to the plat recorded in Volume 6 of 
Plats, page 87, in King County, W&!'hington, and of the 
vacated alley through said Block 16 and of vacated Renton 
Avenue, formerly Simps~n Avenue, adjoining said Blpck lG and 
of the West 352 feet of the southeast quarter and of .the 
Northeast quarter· of Section 16, Township 24 North, Range 4 
East, W.M., in King County, Washington, described as 
follows; 
Beginning at the intersection of tho centerlines of South 
Wlllden Street and Claremont l\venue S0uth1 proceeding 
South 27°20 '42" East along the centerline of Claremont a 
distance of 30,00 feet, then.ce South 62'39 1 18~ .. Nest, for 
30,00 feet, to the True Point of Beginning; thence 
1..i~ continuing South 62°39'18" West along the Southerly margin 
~~ of said south Walden Street, a distance of 216, 00 feet to 
r'i::;:-: the East line of the West 40, 00 feet of said Bl_!)ck -161 
£:;~~~_j thence south 27°20 1 '12" Eaat along said East Una 154 ;48 feet 
:'.:!~3 to the North line of the South 12,00 feet of said Block 161 
~v,\:,thence North 87 1 13'15" West along said North line 46,25 feet 
i:;~i:':i to the West line o.t, i;Aid alock 16; thonce south 75'52 1 22" 
,-u Wast 41. 22 feet, thenca south 69 °27 'OJ" West 129. 77 feet to 
rt!li; tho Northo11sterly °lina of Renton Avenua1 thence 
South 29°06 1 07" East along said Northeasterly line 163,82 
fer.t to a point which bears South 20°06 1 07" East 217,90 feet 
from the il\taraection of the North line of aaid Southeast 
quarter with said Nort.heuterly lino1 thence South 2s•21 1 22 11 
. East. al.0119 said Northeasterly line 65, 73 feet, thence 
Norch 63'52 1 19 11 Eut 275,91 feat to the EAlt Hna of add 
Wast: 3S2 hat1 thence North 0'48 119 11 Ent 127,H feat along 
said East line to the South lint of said Block 161 thence 
South 87°13 1 15" East along uid South line 129,63 •. feet to 
the Northeasterly lino of said Block 161 thence 
North 27'20 1 42" Woat alorac( Hid Northuatuly line 293,69 
feet to the True Point of.Beginning, 
SUBJECT TO I auamenta, rGB triations , covenant a ,and .. 
reservations of record, 





SUBJECT TO: Note and mortgage dated October 1, 1973, 
recorded under .Ring County Recording No. 7310100491, 
covering both the real property included in this sale and 
certain equipment, not included in this sale, which note and 
mortgage has been subject to successive assignments by the 
mortgage holders and which is insured by the FHA pursuant to 
Section 232 of the National Ht>using Act, as ar~ende~, and 
modifications date~ February 26, 1975, recorded under 
Recording No, 750306-03Pl. 
SUBJECT TO: 'Lease dated December 27, J.974, recorded under 
Recording No, 750218-0479, between Sellers herein and 
Restful Manor convalescent Home, Inc,, d/b/a Restorative 
care Center, and extensions, am.andments and modifications 
thereof under which the lessee's interest ia now held by C & 
L Concerr..s, Inc., a Washington corporation, as tenant in 
possession and purchaser acknowledges receipt of a full copy 
of the lease and all amendments thereto. 
SUBJECT TO: Assignment of Rents and Leas~s dated 
February 21, 1975 recorded under Recording No, 750226-0166. 
SUBJECT TO: Two separate Regulatory Agreements 1:oth ~ated 
October l, 1973, recorded under Recording No. 7310I0-04 92 
and 750218-0478 and the terms and conditions therein 
contained. 
Purchase Price: The purchase price is SIX HUNDB.2D 
SEVENTY-SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS ($676,000.00) representing this 
Purchaser's thirteen percent (131) share of the property, 
2. Down Payment: Purchaser agrees to deed to Seller his 
undivided tenancy-in-common interest in certain exchange p~operties 
located in Ada County, Idaho, as a downpayment to Saller such that 
this transactl.on will qualify ,as a part.tally tax free exchange 
pursuant to IRC §1031. The agreed value of Purchaser's exchang11 
equity interest is SIXTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($65,000.00), 
3. Balance of Purchase Price: The Purchaser agrees to pay the 
remainder of the purchase price in the amount of SIX HUNDJ\ED ELEVEN 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($611 1 000.00) in equal monthly installments of FIVE 
THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED NINETY DOLLARS ($5,590,00) each, with the first 
installment due on or before the first day of October, 1984 and a like 
sum on or before the first day of each succeeding calendar month until 
the entire balance of principal and interest hl\B been paid in full. 
Interest shall commence at closing and shall 0 be.computed at the annual 
rate of 9' par annum, compounded monthly, on the unpaid principal 
balance of the contract, and (to the extant permitted by Washington 
law) on any overdue interest or other delinquent payments, from the 
due date thereof. Interest shall be calculated monthly on the basis 























,-•"\ ,-- •. 
of a 360-day year of twelve, thirty-day months. The amount of the 
monthly installment is set to amortize the en·tire principal balance 
over thirty (30) years, more or less. 
4, Payments Absolute, The obligation of the Purchaser to make 
payments under this Contract, is absolute and unconditional, 
irrespective of the existence at any time of any claim, set-off, 
counterclaim, proceeding, dispute or other matter involving a claim, 
or alleged claim, by the Purchaser against the Seller 1,1hether under 
this Contract or otherwise!; provided, however, in the event Soller 
fails to cure any default by Seller in any payment obligation of the 
Seller under Paragraph 15 hereof within five (5) dayg after eervice by 
Purchaser to Seller of Notice e.na Demand to cure Default, and on 
·further condition that Purchaser is not then himself in default under 
this Contract or under any of the other agreements collateral hereto, 
Pu;chaser shall be entitled to make such payment as may be necessary 
to cure Seller's default, or any portion thereof, and to deduct the 
amount so paid, together with interest at eighteen percent (1811 per 
annum from date of payment, frorn the installment paym~nts next. 
following due Seller, 
5, No Prepayment Unless Consented to in Writing: IN NO EVENT 
SHALL PURCHASER PREPAY IN ADVANCE ALL OR ANY PORTJ:ON OF THE MONTHLY 
INSTALLMENTS SPECIFIED PRIOR TO OCTOBER, 2004, WITHOUT THE PRIOR 
WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE SELLER, WHICH CONSENT MAY BE WI'l'HHELD WITHOUT 
REASON OR CAUSE IN SELLER'S SOLE DISCRETION. THE PARTIES ACKNOWLEDGE 
ANY EARLY PREPAYMENT WOt!LD C1'.USE SELLER SUBSTMITil~ DAMAGES I THE ilXACT 
AMOUNT OF WHICH IS NOT CAPABLE OF ASCERTAINMENT AT THIS TIME. AS A 
RESULT, THE STRICT PROHIBITION AGAINST PREPAYMENT WITHOUT PRIOR 
CONSENT OF SELLER IS A MATERIAL INDUCEMENT TO THE FORMATION OF THIS 
CONTRAC'.C. IN THE EVENT OF l',NY BREACH OR THREATENED BREACH HEREOF, 
SELLER SH:,LL HAVE THE RIGHT TO RSFUSE PAYMENT AND SEEK INJUNC'l'I'/E 
RELIEF IN ADDITION 'l'O RECOVERY OF INCIDENTAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL D~GBS, 
INCLUDING BU'r NOT LIHI'rED TO, FEDl!:RAL AND S'rATB INCOME 'l'AXBS WB"ICH MAY 
BB DUE AS A RESULT or ANY ATTEMPHD PREPAYMENT, ALL AS MAY BE HOVEN 
AT TIME OF TRIAL. No conaent by Saller to prapaymant in whola or in 
part previously requeatad or granted to Purchaaer herein or to any 





































, .... ", 
other Co-Tenant Purchase:: shall constitute a waiver or abandonment by: 
Seller of his right to refuse consent as to any further prepayment. 
6, Acceptance/Tender of Payments: Late P!!iyment Penalty i All 
payments made on the balance of the purchase price as provided above 
shall be made payable to , Seller by automatic disbursement 
authorization, or delivered in person or by United States Mail, with 
first-class postage prepaid, and addressed as di1:ected by Seller from 
time to time. However, payment shall not be considered "delivered" 
until actually received by Sell.er. In the event of payment tendered 
other than by certified check, money order or Legal tender of the 
United States, 'delivery• to Seller shall be conditioned upon and 
shall only date from the elate of acceptance of Purchaser's check, 
draft or other instrument for payment on presentation to maker's bank 
or payee ins ti tut ion, All payments made on the balance of the 
purr.base price shall first be credited to la·te payment penalties or 
other payments due as a result of default by Purchaser and then to 
interest and finally to principal, If Purchaser is more than five (SI 
days late in malting an installment payment, PurchHer sha~l pay t~ 
Seller an additional sum equal to two percent (2%) of the payment 
amount as penalty. 
7. Reserve Account: Purchaser agrees to open and continuously 
mctintain a reserve deposit account in the Purchaser's nama in a bnnk 
or other insured institutional depository account as approved by 
Seller, The excess of the lease payments over t.~e real estate contract 
installment payments and interest thereon, shall accumulate in the 
reserve account until a minimum balance of TKENTY-TWO THOUSAND TaREE 
HUNDRED SIXTY DOLLARS ( S 22,360.00 l has been reached, which minimum 
balance shall be thereafter maintained. The reserve account, up to 
the minimum balance, shall .be assigned by Purchaser to Seller by 
separate agreement giving Seller irrevocable power of attorney to 
withdraw and apply the funds from the account to cure any default in 
payment by Purchaser. The exclusive source of funda deposited in the 
reserve account shall be funds derived fz:cim the pc-operty or intac-eat 
or~ reserve account deposits, 
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8. Conditions Precedent to the Obligations of t:he Seller 
Hereunder: All obligati.ons of the Seller under this Agreement are 
subject to the fulfillment, prior to or at the closing date, of each 
of the following conditions: 
(al Confirmation that.on the closing date, no suit, action 
or other proceeding is pending or threatened before any court or 
governmental agency in which it is sought to restrain or prohibit 
or to obtain damages or other relief in connection with this 
agreement or the consummation of the transactions contemplated 
hereby and that no investigation that might eventuate in any 
suit, act.ion or proceeding is then pending or threatened, 
(bl Proof that all regulatory approvals by the Washington 
State Dep~rtment of Social and Health Services necessary for the 
sale and purchase as herein contemplated shall have been received 
all without condition or exception, 
9, Closing: The closing shall take place at 3630 Renton Avenue 
South, Seattle, Washington, 98144, at 10:00 a,m, Seattle time, on th~ 
31st day of August, 1984 or at such other date mutually agreeable to 
the parties after receipt of the las:: regulatory action or approval 
required for or affecting the trnnsaction herein contemplated, but in 
no event later than September 14, 1984. The t.ime and date of the 
closing is referred to herein as the "closing date•. 
10. ~iee and Waivers: Ne- remedy herein conferred° upon any 
party hereto is intended to be exclusive of any other remedy and each 
and every such remedy shall be cummulative and shall be in addition to 
every other remedy given hereunder, or as may be now or hereafter 
existing at law or in equity or by statate or otherwise. No delay or 
omission on the part of any party he::eto in exercising any right 
hereunder shall operate as a waiver of such right and a wtiver of any 
right hereunder on any one or mor.e occasions shall not be construed as 
a bar tour waiver of any such right.on any future occasion. Time is 
of the essence .of this contract, 
11, Taxes and Assessments: The Purchaser assumes and agrees to 
pay before delinquency all ta~~s and assessments that may as between 
Purchaser and seller become a lien o~ said reftl estate. This covenant 
of Purchaser is absolute and shall b1 de&med breached upon any 
delinquency in t:he payment of taxeiJ and/or assesaments levied on the 
property as a whole regardless of any leaae term regui:i:ing the les11eea 
to be s1rimarily responsible for auch payments or any provision for 


















prorating secondary responsiblity therefor betwean or among any other 
Co-Tenants. 
12, Insurance, Hold Har~less, Risk of Loss and Poassession: The 
Purchaser agrees until the purchase price is fully paid to Jteep the 
buildings and improvements now, and hereafter placed on said real 
estate insured to ~he actual replacement cost thereof against loss or 
damage for all perils in a company acr,eptable to the Seller and for 
the Seller' 11 benefit, as his interest may appear, and to pay all 
premiums theraf,,r and to promptly d<!liver ill policies, loss pa.yee 
endorsements, additional insured endoruement.s and renewals thereof to 
the Seller. The Purchaser assumes all hazards of damage to or 
destruction . o~ any improvements now on said real estate or hereafter 
placed thereon and of the taking of said real estate or any part 
the.ceof for public usei and agrees that no such damage, destruction or 
taking shall constitute a failure of consideration. In case any part 
of the real estate is taken for public use, the portion of the 
condemnat:l.on award remainin;r 11fter payment of reasonable expenses of 
procuring the same shall be paid to the Seller and applied ~s payment 
on the purcl1ase ·price herein unless the Seller. elects to require the 
Purchaser to apply all or a portion of such condemnation award to the 
rebuilding or restoration of any improvements damaged by such taking. 
In case of damage or destruction from a pe:.:il insured ags.inst, tne 
proceeds of such insurance remaining after payment of the reaaonable 
expense of procuring the same, shall be devoted to the restoration or 
rebuilding of such improvements within a reasonable ti.me unless the 
Seller elects that said proceeds shall be p&.id to him for application 
on the purchase price herein, Purchaser agrees to keep the building 
and all improvements on the premises in good condition and repair and 
not to permit, suffer or allow waste and agrees not to use the 
?remisu ::ir any part l:hereof for any illegal purpose or for any 
purpo11 other than the rendering of nursing home services unless 
approved by Seller and to maintain the premises strictly in compliance 
with all applicable laws, rules and re'JUlationa of all governmental 
agencies having juriedict!.on over the nursing home operations. In 
order to insure compliance with the terms of this Contract during the 





























term of this Contract, the Seller shall have the right to inspect the 
premises in person and through any agent designated by him at any time 
arid without prior notice to Purcha.ser. Purchaser shall be entitled to 
possession of said real estate on date of closing subject to th~ lease 
described above and to retain po.i;isession so lgng as Purchaser is not 
in default hereunder, The Purchaser covenants to pay all service, 
installation or construction charges for water, s.awer, electricity, 
garbage or other utility services furnished to said real eiitat,i1 after 
closing. In case the Purchaser fails to make a payment herein 
provided OJ:" to maintain insurance as herein requirad, the Seller may 
make such payment or effect such insurance and any amount so paie by 
the Seller, together with default interest at the rate of eightuen 
percent (1811 per annum thereon from date of payment until repaid, 
shall be repayable by Purchaser on Seller's demand, all without 
prejudice to any other right the Seller might have .by reason of su.-:h 
default, Purchaset" expressly saves and holds the Seller harmless from 
any and all liablity of any kind or nature whatsoever to any person 
that m1y arise from the e.cts or omissions of the Purchaser or of the 
operating entity for the nursing home on the real property. In 
addition to the casualty insurance coverage, Purchaser agrees to cause . 
both Seller and Purchaser to be named as additional insureds on the 
lessee I s public liability insurance or to provide similar limits of 
broad form public liability insurance by separate coverage and policy 
naming Purchaser, all Co-Tenants and seller as additional insureds, 
all in such form and with such companies as may be acceptable to 
Seller, 
13, Purchas~r•s Inspection, The Purchaser agrees that full 
inspection of said real estate has been made and that neither the 
Seller nor his assigns shall be hP.J.d to any covenant respecting the 
condition of any improvements thereon nor shall the Purchaser or 
Seller or assigns of either be h9ld to any covenant or agraem~nt for 
alterations, improvements or repairs unless the covenant or agreement 
relied on :Ls contained herein or ill in writing and attached to and 
made a part of thia Contract. 
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14. Modifications to Lease: Purchaser herein covenants and 
agrees to a&sume and perform all obligations of the lessor: under the 
lease and to hold Seller fully harmless therefrom, e~cept as other~ise 
provid~d herein, and to neither suffer nor allow any future 
modif;i.cation thereof nor defau,lt by either leu,or or by lessee 
there•mder, except such modification as is strictly in accordance with 
Seller• s written consent, which consent ,nay be arbitrarily· withheld or 
given subject to such conditions as Seller may in his sole discretion 
impose. 
15. Seller to Comply with . Terms of Mortgage and Note I Seller 
agrees to make all periodic monthly payments, including reserve 
payments, coming due on said note and mortgage in the ordinary course, 
and assun,ption by Purchase1: shall be specifically prohibited; 
provided, however, Purchaser covenants and agrees to perfo:rm al.l 
covenants and conditions in ~aid note and mortgage respecting the use, 
condition, operation and maintenance of the premises and any default 
by Purchaser, including Purc~aser's lessee, shall be and constitute a 
default by Purchaser under this Contract. 
16. Encumbrances on Title; Title Insurance, convey&nce of Title 
on Fulfillment of Cont.ract; P.ecording of Contract: The Seller 
represents that to his knowledge there are no liens or encumbrances on 
the above-described real property except those of rei::ord. Any title 
report or title insurance hereon shall be at Purchaser's sole option 
-and expense. At Purchaser's request, Seller agrees to execute a.id 
deliver to a true escrow his warranty fulfillment deed, which.deed, on 
full payment of the purchase price and interest in the manne:r 
hereinabove specified, is to be delivered to Purchaser. The warranty 
fulfi.Llment deed shall convey the Purchaser's undivided thirteen 
percent ( 13%) tenancy in comm!ln interest in the real pxoperty, 
excepting any part that. may hereaf·::er be condemned, free and clear of 
encumbrances, except those mentioned herein, ond any that may accrue 
hereafter throug-h any person oth,u than the Seller. The cost of 
establishing the true escrow for holding and delivery of the warranty 
ful.fillment deed shall be paid er,tirely by Purchaser. The Escrow 
Instructions shall be in form acceptable to the attorneys for both the 
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Purchase:r and the Seller. The Seller and tha Purchaser covenant and 
agree that neither this Contract nor any memorandum, notation or 
reference hereto shall bt> recorded in the public records of King 
county, Washir.gton or elsewhere, nor shall a copy hereof be furnished 
to anyone, except with the , prior written consent of seller. 
Violation of the provisions of this paragraph shall be an ovent of 
default under this Contract. 
17, Prohibition on Assignment: So long as 1:he Purchaser is 
indebted to the Seller, none of the rights granted hereunder to the 
Purchaser may be asaigned in whole or in part or the performance of 
any duties delegated without the prior written consent of the Seller, 
which consent may be arbitrarily withheld, If consent ia once given, 
Seller shall nevertheless be entit~ed to withhold consent arbitrarily 
to any future assignment, This restrictian on assignment or 
delegation is to be construed in the broadest sense to preclude any 
marital, testamentary or intervi~os transfer or assignment, any 
transfer unde::: court order or the bankruptcy laws or any assignment 
for the benefit of creditors, any execution, attaohmunt or ,levy, any 
assignment or pledge as security, and including any transfer or 
aHignment between or among the Co-Tenants as provided for in the 
Tenancy in Commo,1 Operating Agreement and Covenants. Except as 
otherwise provided herein, this Agreement shall bind and inure to the 
benefit of the Purchaser and the Seller and their respective legal 
representatives, successors and assigns. 
19. Brokers, Legal Advice and costs of Closing: All 
negotiations relative to this .l\greement have been carried on by the 
Seller with the Purchaser without the intervention of any other person 
in such manner as to give rise i:o any valid claim against any of the 
parties hereto for a brokera9e commission, finder's fee or other like 
payment, Each of the parties hereto has been represented by separate 
and independent legal counsel and none of the parties have relied upon 
legal advice given by any other party, Each of the partiH to this 
Contract shall bear hia or her own reapective 1xpanaes inc11rrecS by or 
on behalf of him/her in connection with the authorization, 
preparation, execution and closing of this purchase, including without 













limitation, all fees and expenses of agents, representatives, counael, 
accountants and escrow tees. Seller agrees to pay the excise tax 
imposed under l'ICW Chapte.,:- 82.45 promptly after closing and before 
clelinquency and to pay the stan,p or conveyancing taxes imposed on 
delivery of the fulfillment ~eed on final fulfillment of this 
contract. 
19. Applicable Law and Venue: This Contract shall be 
interpreted and construed according to the laws of the State of 
Washington and venue and juri.idiction in any action or proceeding 
relating to this Contract shall be laid in the Superior court of the 
State of Wa1hington for King County. 
· 20. Amendment and Modification: '.r.he Seller and the Purchaser 
may amend, modify or supplement this Cc1ntract onl.y by an a9reell\llnt in 
writing··· a·igned by them and no oral amendments, modifications or 
supplements shall be enforced against aithar party hereto. 
21. Further Instruments: Each party agrees to execute and 
deliver sue;h inst:rwr.ents and to take such other actior.s as any other 
party may reasonably req\lest in order to oarry out the transactions 
contem~lated by this Contract. 
22. Asuignmant of Leases and Rents: Seller agrees to execute by 
separate instrument contemporaneous with the cl.osing of this sale a 
lessor's assign11ent of an undivided thirteen percent (131) tenancy in 
cOIIIIIIDn intaraat in tha lease described above with c & L concerns, 
Inc., which aaalgnment shall specifically be subject to the terma and 
conditions of this Contract. Simultaneously, Purchaser shall execute 
an aasignment back to Seller of tha Purchaser' a undivided thirteen 
percent (131) tenancy in conunon interest under said lease, includinq 
rents due hereunder, all 11s additional security to secure the prompt 
and faithful perfo:mance of P-.irchaaer•a obligations hereunder. In 
connection with such security assignment, the parties agree tllat such 
aaaignment shall be deemed a security agrMllll!nt under DCC Article 9 
and Purchaser agrees to provide to Seller financing statmnents, 
continuation statements nnd other documents as may be requested from 
time to time in order to maintain Seller's interest therein as 11 
perfected security interest, 
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23, Default by Purchaser: :rt is agreed that in the event the 
Purchaser shall fail to comply with or perform any condition or 
agreement hereof or to make any payment required hereunder promptly at 
the time and in the manner required or in the event the Purchaser 
shall in any way be in default ,hereunder, seller may without further 
demand or notice declare all amounts due hereunder or otherwise and 
pursuant to this Contract immediately due and payable so as to effect 
a true acceleration of the entire balance of the unpaid obligation 
secured hereby. Thereafter the entire balance of the indebtedness to 
the Seller shall be immediat.aly due and owing· and shall draw default 
interest at the rate of one and one-half percent llltll per month, 
compounded monthly, on the balance remaining or at the highest rate of 
interest permitted by law if one and one-half percent (lltll per month, 
compounded monthly is .ln·: excess of thi.e highest rate of default 
interest then permitted by law. Thereafter, Seller may elect to 
either !!nforce the debt against the Purchaser by foreclosing under 
this Conti:act by judicial proceeding as a mortgage with or without 
seeking a deficiency or else by declaring all the Purchase{' s rights 
hereunder terminated, and upon his doing so, all payments made by the 
Purchaser hereunder and all improvements placed upon the real estate 
shall be forfeited to the seller as liquidated damages, and the Seller 
shall have the right to haVP. a receivor appointed fc-r the lease 
payments and the right to re-enter and take possession of the 
Purchaser's undivided interest in the real estate. Seller may also 
ele~t tu pursue his alternate remedies simultaneously making an 
election at any time prior to final judgmunt, whether or not those 
remedies m~y be deemed inconsistent, provided, however, in the event 
Seller elects to £oreclo3e this Contract by judicial proceedings as a 
mortgage and further elects ·not to waive a deficiency judgment, no 
deficiency ~:udgment shall. be entered thereon against Purchae;er in 
excess of t~e sum of fees and expen~e& fixed in said proceP.ding under 
paragraph 24 of this Contract .. plus accrued unpaid interest to data of 
entry of the deficiency judgment and any sums reimburaable to Seller 
under paragrapha 11 and 12 hereof for advances made on beha1f of 
Purchaser, 












24. Event:1 of Default: If the Purchaser is in default and 
desires to cure the default, l?urchaaar agrees to pay, as a prior 
condition to curing the default, in addition to penalty or default 
interest aa otherwise provided herein a fee · in the amount of TWo 
Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.001 ,for each valid default notice served 
upnn PUrchaaer by Seller and the amount of each such default notice 
fee shall be due within five (5) daya of service of such notice, Upon 
Seller's election to serve notice of default on Purchaser for any 
default by Purchaser under this Contract, whether or not auit ia 
filed, or upon Seller's election to file suit to enforce any covenant 
of this Contract., including suit co col~ect payment of any money due 
hereunder or ~o enforce any.other covenant hereunder or under any of 
.::, the collateral documents required to be delivered pursuant he:i:ato, or 
j to enforce this contract as a n.ortgage or to bring suit to proou:ce an 
i adjudication of the termination of the Purchaser's rights hereunder, i the Purchaser agrees to pay and reimburse Saller the reasonable sulns 
~ and expenses as may be incurred by Seller as Seller's attorney's fees, 
expert witne11 fees and all costs and expenses in connection with auch 
default and/or suit, including but not liaited to, the reasonable 
costs of searchinv records to determine the condition of title at the 
date default occurs or suit is comenced, which sWDS shall ~e 
immediately due in addititm to any other payment due under th.is 
Contract and if unpaid shall be included in any judgment or decree 
entered in any auit, Purchaser further covenants that Purchaser shall 
be in default hereunder in the event Purchaser suffers or allows any 
of the following additional events to occur: 
(a) If the Pu.rcluiue~ shall admit in writing t.is inability 
to pa~ his debts generally as they beCOlll8 due, 
(b) If the Purchaser files a petition for bankruptcy or a 
petition to take advantage of any insolvency act. 
(cl If the Purchaaer makes an assignment for tbe benefit of 
creditors. 
(di If the Purchaser consents to the appoint:ment of a 
receivor for the real eatats or of any substantial part thereof, 
(el If, on a petition for bankruptcy, the P11rehaser is 
adjudicated a bankrupt or if he files a petition o:r answer 
seeking reorganization or arrangement under the Federal 
Bankruptcy laws or any other applicable law or statute of the 
United States of Alllarica or any other juriadiction or if the 
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court of compentent jurisdiction shall enter an order of judgment 
or decree appointing a receiver of allot any of the prop•rty of 
the Purchaser or approving a petition filed against the Purchaser 
seeking a reorganization or arrangement under the F•d•ral 
Bankrapt=y L!!.W!! ni:- any applicable law or statute of tt.e United 
States of Ame:r:ii;:an or any other jurisdiction and such order, 
j udgrnant or decree shall not be vacated or set aside or stayed 
within sixty (60) days from the data of the entry thereof or if, 
under the provisions of any, other law, for the relief or aid of 
debtors any court of competent juraidictlon shall asswne auatody 
or control of the Purchaser or of the whole or any substantial 
part of the property or of thP- assets of the Purchaser and such i · ,,· 
custody or control shall not be te1:111iaed or stayed within sixty 
(60) days from the date of assumption of such cuatocly or •.:antl:ol, 
(f) If the Purchaser shall otherwise breach any term, 
covenant or condition of this Contrai;:t or of any of the 
collateral agreements exa,~uted contemporaneously herewith or 
d~liverad pursuant hereto. 
25. Notice of Default Prior to Forfeiture!" In the evant of 
detault by ~urchaser, Seller may give notice to .Purchaser as follows 
and any such notice, when so given, shall be conclusively deemed to be 
sufficient notice and opportunity for Purchaser to respond and to cure 
any defaults specified therein, without any necessity that Seller 
grant any other, further or 1110re extended grace periods befo:r:e 
dE&::laring the forfeiture and termination of Pu:chaser' s rights under 
this Contract: 
Ca) If default shall be made in the prompt and punctual 
payment of all or any part of any pay:nant owing to Seller when 
and as the same shall become due and payable, whether the default 
io with revard. to a monthly installlllnnt, acceleration of the 
debt, payment of charges for serving a r.otice of default, payment 
of attorru.y's fees, expart witness fees, costs or other expenses 
incurred by Sellar aa a result of Purchaaer's default, or whether 
the payment is due as a result of money advanced by Sellar on 
account of inauranc:e, taxes, asseasants, repair of waste or 
damage to the premises, or as a result of any payment due on 
account of any default by any of the Pu:caha1er's co-Tenants or of 
the leuee or otherwise, such notice of default shall allow a 
grace period of ten {lO) days to make payment after service of 
notice,, 
(b) In the event of any default in the prompt and timel,y 
performance of any other condition, covenant or agreement on the 
part of the Purchaser to be ob1arved or performed purauant to 
this Agreemant or pursuant any other collat~ral or 
contemporaneous agreements or otherwise, which default cannot be 
cured solely b:r the payment of mone:r to Seller, the notioa of 
default shall all':IW a· grace period of thirty (30) days to cure 
the default after service of notice. 
26. All Property Subject to Operating Agreement and Covenantfl: 
Seller warrants and agrees to require the execution of tha Tenancy in 
Common Operating Agreement and Covenants in the form attached hereto 
and incorporated herein by this reference by each. and every party to 
whom he may hereafter sell, transfer or convey or contract to sell, 





























transfer or convey any further interest in the co-tenancy property so 
that the covenants of that agreement will bind-all future co~tenants, 
exclusive of Sellar, and all the Seller's remaining interest in the: 
prcperty once it is no longer owned by Seller. 
27. Notices: All notices; required by this Contract shall be 
either p~rsonally served upon the party to receive the notice or shall 
be mailed by u.s. mail, qertified mail, return receipt requested,. 
P!'~tage prepaid, d0il'ected , to the party to receive t~e notice at the 
address shown below or at such other address as may be provided to the 
parties from time t:o time and shall be deem.ed servetl when properly 
deposited in the U.S. mail. 
0 28. First: Refusal to Purchase: Purchaser agrees to be bound by 
r.o 
~ the first refusill to purchase· in favor of C & L Concerns, Inc.~ 
~ Pavloffs as contained in Purchase and Sale J\gree".lent dated March~ 
: ~ 1978, a copy of which has been provided to Purchaser here'-'ith. 
a, 
(Z) DATE:01 '8-.3/-'/'-f 
PURCHASER: 
HS Bitteroot 
Boise, Idaho, 83709 
bee~~ Donald =u~-
IJ-""~ 
STATE Ol' ::el'l!GQN 




On this day pers::,nally appeared DONALD EUGENn lfl\'l'I<INS to me know 
to be the individuals described in and who executed the within 11.nd 
foregoing instrument and acknowledged that he signed the same aahia 
free and voluntary act and deed, for the uses and 1>urpoaes therein 
mentioned. 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL thi 
S'l'ATE OF WASHXHOTON l 
)U 




On this day per1on&1J.y appeared ARTHUR DONAI,D WA'l'l<INS I to ma know 
to b1 th1 1nd1viduala deaar.:U:iad in and who -1xecut1cl. t.h1 within and 
fore901ng in1trl.\mant and. acknowledgacl. that he ai91\ed. the aama a.a his 













•' .. ,'-""\ 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEA~ this 2..l.._ day of August, 1984. 
STATE OF WASHINGTON I 
)BS 
COUNTY OF KING ) 
,&r,-~-~~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC in an~ State 
of Washingto~. residing at/"~ 
On this day personally appeared ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, to::, me 
known to be the individual who executed the within and foregoing 
instrument as attorney-in-fact of FLORENCE R. WATKINS therein 
described, and acknowledged to me that he signecl the same as such 
attorney-in-fact for said principal, frealy and voluntarily, for the 
uses and purposes therein mentioned, and on oath stated that the power 
of attorney authorizing the axocuticn of this instrument has not been 
revoked and that the said FLORENCE R. WATKINS is now living. 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL this~ day of August, 1984. 
~-.~~~ 
NOTARY PU~n anor the StatP 
of Washington, residing at~ 
• •·;·,··~··'· · '' !.,,, •. ·:,,, I •I ',I I' 
••·-·• .................. •·"' •' ............. _ .. _ ,-... 'tut I, 
REAL ESTATE CONTRAC::'l'--15- .... ~ · ................... __ ~;;:,1M,t 











































Ai\.fENDMENT TO REAL ES'f ATE CONTRACT 
This instrument evidences the agreement between Anhur Donald Watldn$. individually 
and as trust«: of the Husband's Trust under the Will of Florence R. Watkins (herei'flafter 
referred to collectively as the "Seller") and Donald Eugene Watkins. a ma.med man actjng 
solely in his individual capacity for the benefit of his separate property e-state (hereinafter 
referred to as the nPun:haser") amending that certain real estat~ contract dated August 31. l984, 
conveying to the purchaser an undivided 13 percent 1ntert.>st as a. tenant in common into certain 
real property l-0eatcd in King Co.,nty. Washington (the j'Contract"). 
RECITAlS 
A. On August 31. J 984,,. Arthur Donald Watkins and t1orence R Watkins entered 
into a controot to sell an undivided 1.3 peteent tenancy in common interest in certain real 
property located in King County .. Washington. to the P~haser. 
R OnJu1y 25. 1988. Florence R.. Watkins died.. Her undivided one•half community 
interest in.the Contract passedto Arthur Donald Watkins as Trustee ofa trust estabhshed under 
the terms of herwm entitled the Husband's Trust. 
C The Contract called for a dov..11 payment of$65,000 and installment payments of 
$.5 590 per month untiJ the remaining prindpal balance of $611,000, plus interest at nine 
percent per annum compounded monthly. was paid in futL The purchaser has requested that 
the monthly installments be reduced and that tlte payment teftll be Jengthcned. The Sellers are 
willing to make such accommodations. on the· t<mts and•conditions set• forth herein . 
. . . . . •.· ribNWOOOb054 ... 
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NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
t. Alte~fum in .Monthly Pann~. The parties hereby amend paragraph 3 of the 
Contract to read as fotlo\.\'S: 
Purchaser agrees to pay the remainder -0f the purchase price in the amount of 
$611.000 in equal monthly installments .._,r $5~590 each during the period 
commencing on the first day of October, 1984, and ending on the first day of 
November, 1995 and thereafter. in equal monthly instaHments of$2.800 each 
commencing with the payment due on the first day of December, 1995. and a like 
sum on or before the first day of each sw.ceeding calendar month until the 
principal balance and principal interest has been paid in full. Interest shall 
commenee at clo..-;ing and shall be computed at the annual rate of nine percent per 
annum, compounded monthly, on the unpaid principal balance of the contract and 
(to the- extent permitted by Wasbingron faw) on the overdue interest or other 
delinquent paymi::nts. from the due date thereof, Interest shall be caJ(;ulated 
monthly on the basis -0f a 36()..day yean>f 12. 30day months. 




Donald Eugene Watkms 
SELLER: M··:: . . . 
/f,.,J:,,·· // _,. ,.,·.·/. '~ 
_L&~~ 
Anhur Donald Watkins, IndivjduaUy 
a11d as. Trustee lJ1W of Florence R. 
:Watkins(Husband's Trust) 
...... D0NW0ddd055 B0W0101'06 
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-~· .. ·n \ 
STATE Of' ....... -::J.:~\t:£;_ .............. " ........ J 
,1 n. . >ss .. 
COUl'ffY OF __ tt~(L______ ) 
On this day per$Qnally 11ppearcd before me Donald Eugene Watkins. lQ me known to be 
·lbeidd.ividualdesctibe(f·inand·who execu.ted :the·wi~inandforegoinginsttument. and 
. ackmnvledged mat he signed•the same as his tree and·votuntary .act and. deed~ for the uses· and 
purposes therein mentioned, 
. Given under my hand~~ official seal this yf . .'k day of ~es.~.YP.~~'(", 1997. 
I}.) . J.. (L,,, lJ Ill~ 
Signature:~~)(.l~6.:. __ 
Name (Print): ~u:":-f!)~ t~t~f...t'"" .... , 
NOTARY PUBLIC in and for. the State 
of ~ ·.residinga.t;_§~ ___ _ 
MY appoinnnertt expires:-~ -£2::1 ,.;,~ • 
STATE OF ___ .. ~ ... ~:1 .. i~aL ..... --.-... - .) 
)ss; 
COUNTY Of ............... ........___....:...lv. .. .. ·~ ....... ~ ....... - ---'---------'-'-- ) 
On this day per$0nallyappeared before me Arthur Donald WatkJn~ tC) me known to be 
the individual described in and who executed the. within and foregoing iflStrUmeftt, and 
acknowledged that he signed t~e same as his free and v._lluntary at,1 and deed~ for the uses and 
J)Urpo!k."S therein mentio.ned. · 
Given under my ha11dand official seal thJ$_i:f~y of ...... / .j.: t--t.!.'.~.:'.:!.\: .......... • 1991, 
...... -~- .. i" ... · __ ,I_ •• • ... ·.l -~1,:. . ;, 
S11l'il11tum: "-• t.t ,. t <-tc... .I i , • , , ,./1.1 '{ .~, · v- __ .,___ ...__ ... ____ ... __ ..,.. __ 
. . . - - . . . . .... 
NOT ARY PUBUC in 111d for the State 
ot·:-- _.;d1. 'J: ,qresidingat -· 1)-£:_:..\: d '). ,., .. 








SECOND REAL ESTATE CONTRACT AMENDMENT 
This second real estate contract amendment is made and entered into this 30th December of 
December, 1998 between Arthur Donald Watkins and the Trustees of the Florence R. 
Watkins Husband's Trust, the successor contract vendors, and Donald Eugene Watkins, as 
contract purchaser, the parties agreeing as follows: 
RECITALS 
A. The December 31, 1998 Fifth Amendment to that certain Lease which was dated 
December 27, 1974 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, as Lessor and C 
& L Concerns, Inc., as Lessee, reduced the monthly lease payment to be paid currently by the 
lessee to the RCC-Co-tenants as successors to the original lessors, to the aggregate sum of 
$34,000, from the earlier monthly lease payment of $46,000; and 
B. The underlying HUD insured loan on the property which is the subject of this contract 
does not permit early payoff or acceleration ofloan payments but requires instead a level term 
amortization over the remaining 15 years of the original term based upon a current mortgage 
indebtedness of approximately $1.6 million. The only potential exception to this strict 
prohibition against early payoff would be that if the lessee were to be able to obtain approval of 
HUD for a transfer of fixed assets to the lessee (TP A), for a substantial rehabilitation of the 
leased facilities, and for the issuance of HUD insured construction and take-out loans, the current 
indebtedness would be refinanced in the TPA and rehabilitation process and the contract vendors 
would be released from liability thereon; and 
C. The eight related but separate real estate contracts between the contract vendors and the 
several RCC Co-tenants have each amortized to the point where the unpaid principal balances 
thereon are approximately equal to or less than each of the separate Co-tenant's pro-rata share of 
the underlying HUD insured loan, such that the contract vendors have little or no true or net 
equity left owing to them on these several contracts; and 
D. The payment schedule on this contract and the payment schedules on each of the several 
other separate real estate contracts with the other Co-tenants need to each be amended to reduce 
the required monthly payment on these contracts to an amount approximately equal to the 
interest accruing, respectively, on each of these contracts, which revised payment schedule 
should apply at least until such time as the underlying HUD insured loan can be paid off in full. 
Stated another way, the purpose of realigning the several separate contract payment schedules is: 
(1) to ensure that the amortization of these contracts will track the amortization of the underlying 
HUD loan and (2) to bring the contract payment obligations to the point· where they each more 
closely correspond to the funds actually available from the reduced lease cash flow available to 
the RCC Co-tenants resulting :from the 5th 
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Amendment to Lease, described above; 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
1. Commencing with the payment due for the month of January, 1999 and continuing 
monthly until one month prior to the scheduled payoff of the underlying HUD insured loan the 
monthly payment on this contract shall be one thousand six hundred forty five dollars 
($1,645.00), applicable first to interest accruing on the unpaid principal balance of this contract 
at the rate of 9% per annum, compounded monthly, and the balance, if any, to principal. One 
month prior to the regularly scheduled payoff the underlying HUD insured loan, contract 
purchaser shall pay the entire unpaid remainder of the principal of this contract. In the event the 
underlying loan is actually paid, with the permission of HUD, from the proceeds of a sale of the 
property by the RCC Co-tenants, the entire unpaid remainder of this contract shall 
simultaneously be paid in full as part of the same escrow transaction, and not otherwise. 
2. In all other respects the real estate contract between the parties as previously executed on 
August 31, 1984, as amended in 1997, remains in full force and effect and is expressly affirmed 
by the parties. 
December 30, 1998. 
=11RS: ~~~;; 
Arthur Donald Watkins, as his separate estate 
Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust, 
by: 
bA{)~ 
Brian Dale Watkins, Trustee 
i)~e:· a · s t,J~ 
Donald Eugene Wailinf, Trustee 
Contract Purchaser: 
D. . .,, /7 <'" -~ ·<'. ~--d~e-
Donald Eugene Watkins 
z 
George Wadsworth, Trustee 
SECOND AMENDMENT TO REAL ESTATE CONTRACT - page 2 of2 





· ~ RECOf{O~D-REP.i.lESJ Of' 
t\01 CO~NTY. RECORDtR Id'~ '(/~~~I . 
o:aBM8 .. -0FATI01W{/s::1,,DEPtlTY~ 
20llQ NO - I 411 IQ; 28 J O O .0 8 8 Q 3 .9 ' 
I, ARTHUR. DONALD WATKINS. also known as DON WATKINS. also lmown as A. 
D. WATKINS, of ADA County, State ofI.daho, designate and appoint BRIAND. WATKINS of 
ADA County~ State of Idaho, as my attorney-in-fact and asent subiequell.tly called "agent", to 
!Wt in. my name and for my benefit. I grant to my agent full power and authority to do everything 
necessary ill exeroising any of the powers her1m1 grd.Jlteci as ful.1,y as I'might or could do if 
personally present and fully competent hereby ratifying and confinning all tliat my agent shall 
lawfully do or cause to be done by virtue of this Power of Attomby and the powers herei:n 
1.00 General. Grant of Power. My agent sha.11 have power to exercise or perform 
any ac~ power. duty, right or obligation what~ever that I now have or may hereafter acquire, 
relating to any person, matter, trililsaction or property, real or personal, tangible or intangible~ 
rtOW OWned or hereafter acquired by me. including, w!thQU.t limitation, the powers specifically 
enumerated. in this instrument. Generally, my agent shall b.ave power to· do at1d perfom1 all 
matters. transact all business. and make, e:x:ecnte and acknowledge all contracts, orders, deeds, 
mortgages) leases, assignments, asa:uranoos. and i.nstrumetits of every kind, which may be 
requis.ito or proper to effeotuato tho purposes of this General' Power of Atti;,mey. 
2.00 ~2ecffio Pow,ers. Without in any way limiting the aene:rality of the power 
md anthoritity conferred Upon my agont by this ln&trument, mr agent shall have and may 
exeroisa each of the ~ollowing specific powers: 
(a) Power to Acguim and Sell. To acquire, purchase, excbango, 
grant options and sell, assign, release, convey, mortgage, hypotheoate, lease~ and 
accept and take possessi~n of real and personal property and interests th~ 
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both tangible and intangible. upon such terms, conditiom, and covenants as my 
age.nt $hall deem propt1r and to sign~ seal, execute and deliver and aoknowledge 
such deeds. leases, eontraots, assigmnentst indentures, agreements, mortgages, 
deeds of trust, bills of sale, security asm,ments and related forms, exchange 
agreements. 'bills, bonds, notes, r:eceipis, releases. and satisfactions of mortgages, 
seour1ty interest, andjudgments, and such other instruments In wrltlng as shall be 
proper. 
(b) Borrowing and Banking Powers. To borrow moneys on my 
behalf and to sign, seal, execute, deliver and acknowledge on my behalf such 
promissory notes, bills, bonds, or other evidenc~ of indebtedness and suoh 
mortgages, deeds oftru&t~, s~wity agreements, pledges. or other documents to 
secure the payment of borrowed funds as my.agent shall deem proper. To make, 
:receive, and endorse ohooks and drafts; deposit and withdraw fund&, ~uire and 
redeem certificates of dt,po:sit, in banks, sa.vings and loan associations, and other 
finanoial institutions, and to release such :mortgages, deeds of trust, or other 
security instruments as may be necessary or proper in the exercise of the rights 
and powers herein grantc:u:l. 
(c) Powers of Collection and Paxment. To forgive~ request, demai1d, 
sue for, recovei·~ collect, receive and ho4i all.sums of money, debts, dues. 
conunercial paper, checks, drafts. accounts, deposits. leg-otcies, beqllests. devises0 
notes, interests, stock certificates., bonds, dividends, certificates of deposit, 
annuities. pension, profit IJhm.ing, retiremon~ social security, medicare, i.nsuranoe, . 
and other contractual benefits and proceeds, all doc,uments of title, all property 
and proporty rights, real or personal, intan&i'ble and taqible, and demands 
whatsoever, liquidated or unliQuidated. now or hereafter owned by, or due, owmg, 
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· · payable or belonging to, me or in which I have or may hereafter acquire an 
int~t; to have, use.. and ta.Ice all lawful means and equitable and legal remedies 
and proceeding& in my name and for the collection and recovery thereof including 
the enforcement of mortgages, deede of trL1St and security instrumen'ts. and to 
adjust., sell, oompl'Ol'tl.ise, and agree for the same, and to execute and deliver tbr 
me, on my behalf, and in my name, all endorsements, re1ea6es. reoolpts. or other 
snftioient discharges for lhe same. To pay and aisoha.rge all debts and demands 
due md payable or whioh may hereafter becdme due and payable by Il'le to any 
person or persons whomsoever. 
(d) Management Powers. To maintain~ repair, improve, invest, 
manage. insure, rent, lease, encumber, partition and in aoy .ltlilffller deal with any 
real or personal prc;rperty; tangible or intangible, or any interest therein, that I now 
own or may hereafter acquire, upon such terms and conditions as my il~Cllt shall 
deem proper, and to transfer any or all of my assets to the truatee of any revooable 
livh,g trust whioh I may have created. 
(e) Motor Vehicles. To apply for a certificate of title upon. al'ld 
endorse and transfer title toJ tmy motor vehicle, arul to represent in such transfer 
assigmmmt ibat the title tQ said motor vehicle is free and clear of all liens and 
e.ncunibJances except those specifically set fo1'th in ;,uch transfer asslgnment. 
(f) )3'usiness Interest~. To conduct or participate in an;y lawful 
business of whatever nature: to CJCecute partnership aareoments and amendments 
thareto; to incorporate. reorpnize, merge, oonsolidate, r$l&p1talizc, soU, Jiquidate 
or dissolve any business, to Meet or em.ploy ofticors, directors and agGJltsi to carry 
out the proviliolli or any agreement for the sale of any business interest or the 




st01;k therein; and to exercise voting rights with respect to atock. eitber'in person 
or by proxy1 and exercise stack optiOl'l. 
(g) Tax :Powa, To J>l'epal'e, sign and file joint or separate income 
tax rett+rns or declarations of estimated tax for any year or years; to prepare, sign 
and file gift tax retums with re&peot to gifts made by me for ~y year or years; to 
consent to 8Il.Y gift and to utilize any gift-splitting pro~sion or other tax 
election; and to pr~are. sigu and file any claims for refund of any tax. 
(h) Safe D!!!os.it Boxes. To have aooess at any tune or times to any 
safo deposit box rented by me, wheresoevw .located, and to remove all or any part 
of the contents thereof, and to summder or relinquish .said &a:fe deposit box, and 
any institution in which such aafe depoait box may be located shall not incur ;my 
liability to me or my estate as a result of permitting my agent to e,r:ercise this 
power. 
3.00 · ~ocability. 'l'hi& Power of Attorney is rovoc:able. provided, that insofar as any 
governmental agency. bank> trust company, insurance company, tmnsfer agent.. or other person 
shall rely upo2t this power, thii; power may be revoked only by a.notice in writing executed by 
1ne or my agtnt and delivered to t.\Joh person or institution, 
4.00 Interpretation. This instrument is to be constrUed and interpreted as a General 
Power of Attorney. The enumeration of specific p(lwers herein is not intmided to, nor does it. 
limil o.r re.stri~t the general powers herein grantod to my agent, 
S.00 DisabiliJy of Principal. This General Power of Attorney shall flOt bo affected by 
diMbiUty of the principal. 




6.00 Third-Party Reliance. Third parties may rely upon the representatioru; of my 
agent as to all matters relating to any power granted to my agent, and no person who may act in 
,eliauce upon the representations ofmy agent or tru, authority brrantcd to my agent shall incnr any 
liability to me or my estate as a re.suit of pmnittini my asent to exercise any power. 
7.00 Gov1Eiing Law. 'this Gen.oral Power of Attomey is exe.:.uted and dollvcred in 
tbe State ofldaho and the laws of the State of Idaho shall govern all questions as t.o the validity 
of thili power and as to the construction of its provisions. 
8.00 Count.ern!«l!, This General Power of Attorney is ~cc11ted Jn three counterparts. 
Bach executed oountetpart of this General Power of Attorney shall have the force and effect of 
this original 
lN WITNESS WHBRBOF> I have exeouted this General Power of Attorney thi~ 
t..fl/!L dayo!Octo'o«, 2000. ~~ 
STATS OF ~U.u,1~"""b-~__..) 
) 
County of UJlbic._ l 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS 
ss. 
On this . day of Ootober, :woo, before me. the undoraigned, a Notary 
Public in and for said· State, personally appeared ARTHUR. DONALD WATKINS known or 
identified to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing in,trim1ent and 
acknowledged to mo that he executed the same. ' 
lN WITNESS WHBREOF, r have hereunto 1Jt,t my hand and affixed my offiolal 
si,al the day and year in this certificate first above written. 








SETTLEMENT AND RF;LEASE AGREEMENT 
;nus Settlement and Release Agreement (the "Agreement") dated the ~day 
of ·Win/ ~ , 2009, is entered into between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS ("Releasee'') 
and BRIAN WATKINS ("Releasor"). 
WIT NE S S ETH: 
A. The Releasee was the owner of certain real property located in Valley 
County, Idaho (the "Owned Premises"). On or about August 28. 1988; the Releasor was present 
on the Owned Premises. with the Relcasee at the request of the Releasee. 
B. Releasor alleges that on such date the Releasee caused a tree located on 
the Owned Premises to fall striking the Releasor and causing the Releasor grievous permanent 
personal injuries and that such personal injury was the direct and proximate cause of Releasee's 
negligent maintenance of the Owned Premises. 
C. As a result of the abqve-referenced personal injury suffered by the 
Releaser. Releasee and Releasor thereafter entered into an oral agreement whereby the Releasee 
_ agreed to provide the Releasor with periodic payments in the sum of $3,000 per month for the 
remainder ofReleasor's and his wife's life as ~1 compensation by the Releasee to the Releasor 
and/or his wife for the Releasor's claims against Releasee. 
D. Releasee has perfonned said oral agreement with the Releasee from the 
date thereof until the date of execution of this Agreement. 
E. Releasee end Releasor wish to enter into this Agreement to memorialize 
their prior oral agreement. 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto hereby agree and ratify as follows: 
1. Payment by Releasee. In consideration of the Release set forth 
in paragraph 2 hereof, Releasor and Releasee hereby acknowledge the delivery and 
receipt of the periodic payments of$3,000 per month made to the Releasor by the 
Releasee from October 11 1988 until the date hereof, and further agree to continue and_ 
to accept such periodic payments in the amount of $3,000 per month for as long as 
the Releasor and his wife Robynlee Watkins shall live. Releasee acknowledges and 
agrees that in the event he predeceases the Roleasor, that the obligation of Releasee 
shall bind Releasee's es'tate. 
2. The periodic payment shall be further adjuste4 by the latest CPI (as 
defined below) at the commencement of each year of this Agreement, .as follows: 
(a) Tho CPI shall mean the ••consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted West 
Region Average For All Items For All Urban Consumers, (1982-
84-100)," published monthly in the "Monthly Labor Review" ofthe 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. If 
this index is discontinued, the ••consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted 
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West Region Average For All Items For Urban Wage Earners and Clerical 
Workers (1982M84=100)," published monthly in the "Monthly Labor 
Review" of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Deparlment 
of Labor shall be used for making the computation set forth above. If this 
index is discontinued, comparable statistics on the purchasing power of 
the consumer dollar published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
United States Department of Labor shall be used for making the 
computation set forth above. If the Bureau of Labor Statistics shall no 
longer maintain statistics on the purchasing power of the consumer dollar, 
comparable statistics published by a responsible financial periodical or 
recognized authority mutually agreed upon by Releasor and Releasee shall 
be used for making the computation set forth above. If the base year 
"(1982-84=100)" or other base year used in computing the CPI is 
changed, the figures used in making the computation above shall be 
changed accordingly, so that all increases in such price index are taken 
into account notwithstanding any such change in the base year. 
The CPI for the first full calendar month of the first year of payment 
hereof shall be the "Base Indexttto compute Payment adjustments 
hereunder. The CPI for the first full calendar month of each successive 
year of the remainder of the term shall be the "Adjustment Index." (If the 
CPI for any Adjustment Index month is unavailable at the start of any year 
of the remainder of the tenn, then the adjustment shall be made when such 
. CPI is available, and the adjustment in Base Payment shall be retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index has increased 
over the Base Index. then Base Payment payable under this Agreement 
commencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payment is made shall be determined by 
multiplying the Base Payment by a fraction, the numerator of which is the 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, io no event 
shall the Periodic Payment for any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year. 
3. Release of Releasee by Relmor. In consideration for the periodic 
payments already made and Releasee's agreement set forth herein to continue such periodic 
payments so long as Releasor and his wife shall live, to be made pmsuant to paragraph 1 of this 
Agreement and all other terms and conditions contained in this Agreement, the Releasor for 
himself, his heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns hereby releases and forever 
disebarges the Releasce, his heirs, executors, administrators, principals, employees, 
representatives, agents, assigns and successors and all other persons liable or who might be 
claimed to be liable in any manner, from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions, causes 
of action or suits of any kind or nature whatsoever, both known and unknown, to person or 
property, which have resulted in the past or may in the future develop as a result of the accident 





which occurred on or about August 28, 1988, which allegedly resulted in physical injuries to the 
Releasor. It is llllderstood and agreed by the parties that the payments, as set out herein, whether 
already made or to be made in the future, are not to be construed as an admission of liability on 
the part of the Releasee. 
4. Upon the death of the Releasor, all payments to be made hereunder shall 
continue to be made to the legal wife of Releasor (currently Robynlee Watkins); upon the death 
of the wife of the Payee all payments to be made hereunder shall cease and terminate and this 
Agreement shall be fully satisfied. 
5. Upon the death ofReleasce and within the meaning of Section 130(c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1956, as amended (the "Code,,), the estate of the Relcasee may 
make a "qualified assignment" to an assignee ofReleasee's obligations to make future periodic 
payments as described herein. Releasor must agree in writing to such an assignment and 
assignee must be approved by Releasor. Upon such assignment, such assignee or its designcc 
shall mail future payments directly to Releaser. 
6. Assignee may fund the Periodic Payments by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset," within the meaning of Section 130( d) of the Code, in the form of an annuity 
policy with Releasor designated as "measuring life" or "limiting life" under said contract. 
Payments made purs~t to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligations described herein. 
7. It is expressly understood that the Releasor shall have the right, without 
the express written consent of the Releasee or the personal representative ofReleasee's estate to: 
(a) accelerate or defer said future payments to any time or vary in any respect 
the payments; 
(b) receive the present discounted value of future payments; 
(c) have any control of the investments or funds from which payments are 
made; 
(d) have any right to increase or decrease the payments; 
(e) change or modify the manner, mode or method of meeting any payments 
or discharging any obligations set forth in this agreement; 
(f) have the power to sell, mortgage, encumber, or anticipate the future 
payments, or any part thereof, by assignment or othel'Wise. 
8. To procure payment of the aforementioned sums, the Releasor does 
hereby declare that he is competent and of the age of majority, that no representations about the 
nature and extent of said damage, loss or iajury by any attomey or agent of any party hereby 
roleased, nor any representations regarding the natw'e and extent of the legal liability or financial 
responsibility of any of the parties hereby released have induced Releasor to make this 
settlement; that in detenninlng said settlement there has been taken into consideration not only 
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the ascertained damages and losses, but also the fact that consequences not now ascertained may 
result from said occurrence, casualty or event as bereinbefore refeITed to. 
9. Releasor hereby acknowledges receipt ofa copy of th.is Agreement before 
· signing same. It is understood that the provisions of this Agreement are contractual and are not 
merely recitals and that the undersigned bas read the foregoing Agreement, understands it and · 
signs same as his volwitary act and deed. Releasor further acknowledges and agrees that this 
Agreement completely restates the oral agreement under which the Releasor and Releasee have 





Arthur Donald Watkins, by; 
Brian D. Watkins ATTORNEY-IN-FACT 
On thjs 3 n· day of -W~ , 2009, before me 
.. 77.J;rt p, .. ., 1'o r • personally appeared BRIAN D. WATKINS, known or identified 
to me, to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to 
me that be executed the same. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official 
seal the day and year in this certificate first above written. 
SETl'LBMENT AND RELEASE AGREBMENT-4 
NOTARYP 
Residing at _ _,.._..~,u:;;:-.-.i:a,r:.;:;ii-.,-;--z-:-:-:. 







. This Compensation Agreement (the O Agreement") dated the '2,,11.,.ay of 
n,(ay.h. • 2009, is entered into between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS (''Payor") and 
BRIAN DALE WATKINS ("Payee;. 
WITNESSBTH: 
A. The Payee has been solely employed by the Payor for a number of years 
without benefit ofa qualified retirement program. 
B. Payor desires to compensate Payee by and through this Agreement for 
years of service as a retirement benefit 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto hereby agree es follows: 
l. · Pavment by Payor. In consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee 
for Payor; Payor hereby agrees to pay to Payee periodic payments in the amo.unt of $3,000 per 
-month for as long as the Payee shall live. Payor acknowledges and agrees that in the event he 
predeceases the Payee, that the obligation of Payor shall bind Payor's estate. 
2. Upon the death of the Payee, all payments to be made hereunder shall 
continue to be made to the legal wife of Payee (currently Robynlee Watkins); upon the death of 
the wife of the Payee all payments to be made·hercunder shall cease and terminate and this 
Agreement shall ~c fully satisfied. 
3. After the death of the Payor the periodic payment shall be further adjusted 
by the latest CPI (as defmed below) at the commencernentof eaclt year of this Agreement, as 
follows: 
(a) The CPI shall mean the "Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted West 
Region Average For All Items For All Urban Consumers, (1982· 
84-100)," published monthly in the ''Monthly Labor Review'' of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. If 
this index is discontinuedj the "Consumer Price Index: Seasonally Adjusted 
West Region Average For All Items For Urban Wage Eamets and Cleri.c:al 
Workers (1982·84•100)," published monthly in the ''Monthly Labor 
RevicW-1 of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Dcpartm.Qnt 
of Labor shall be used for making the computation set forth above~ If this 
index is discontinued, comparable statistics oil the purchasing power of 
the consumer dollar published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
United Statos Department ·Of µL,pr shall be used for making the 
computation seU'orth above. If the Bureau of Labor Statistics shall DO 
longer maintain statistics on th~pwvhasing power of the consumet dQllar, 
comp~le statistics published by a responsible financial pertodioal or 
. rccopizcd authority mutually agrec:d upon by Payor and Payee shall be 
lUIOd tor making the computation set forth above ... If the b• year il(l 982-




84=100)" or other base year used in computing the CPI is changed, the 
figures used in making the computation above.shall be changed 
accordingly, so that all increases in such price. index are taken into account 
notwithstanding any such change in the base yes.r. 
The CPI for the first full calendar month of the first year of payment 
hereof shall be the "Base Index .. to compute payment adjustments 
hereunder. The CPI for 1he first full calendar month of each successive 
· year oftbe remainder of the term shall be the c.Adjusttnent Index." Of the 
CPI for any Adjustment Index month is unavailable at the s1art of any year 
ofthe remainder of the termt then the adjustment shall be made when such 
CPI is available, and the adjustment in Base Payment shall be retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index has increased 
· over the Base Index. then Base Payment payable under this Agreement 
commencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payment is made shall be detennined by 
multiplying the Base Payment by a fraction> the numerator of which is the 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement; in no event 
shall the Periodic Payment for any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year. · 
4. Upon the death of Payor and within the meaning of Section 130(~) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1956, as amended (the "Code"). the estate of the Payor may make a 
"qualified assignment" to an assignee of Payor's obligations to make future periodic payments as 
described herein. Payee must agree in writing to such an assignment and 8$ignee must be 
approved by Pa.yee. Upon such assigwncnt, such assignee or its designee shall mail fut\lre 
payments directly to Payee. · 
S. Assignee may fund the. Periodic Payments ·by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset," within the meaning of Section 130(d) of the Code, in the fonn of an annuity 
policy with Payee designated as "measuring life" or "limiting life" under ·sajd contract. 
Payments made pursuant to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligations descn'bed herein. 
6. It is expressly understood that the Payee shall not have the right, without 
the express written consent of the Payor or the. personal representative of Payor's estate to: 
(a) accelerate or defer s.aid future pa,ments to illlY time or vary in any respect 
the paymentsi · 
0,) receive the present discounted value of future paymE,nt$; 






(d) bavO.IUI)' right to increase 01' ~., payme11ts; 
(c) change or modify the manner, mode or method of meeting lliY payment, 
or discharging any obligations set forth in tbi$ Agreement; 
(f) have the power to sell, mortgag~. encwnber, or anticipate the future 
payments, or any part thereof, by assignment or otherwise. 
PAYOR: 
tZt~ JIJ~b"" 
Arthur Donald Watkirul, 
by: Brian D; Watkins ATTORNEY~IN-FACT 
STATE OF -Cdaho) 
JI\ J' . ) ss. . 
County of ('t ~ (J,.,J ~ 
. . ~Ibis~ day or ':}11 fWCh: , 2009, bcfuto ino 
. ,.:f I) l i1; t'f"'· k . . personally appoarod DltWi D. WA1'JC.INS1 known or identified 
to me, to be the person whose name is subscn'bed to the within instrument. and acknowledged to 
me that he executed the same. 
IN W1T.NBSS WllBRBOF, I have hereunto set my band and afftxod my official 
seal the day and year-in this cettificate first above written. 
NOT ARY ~'U.,_,, ...... 
Residing at ........ -1:;:;J,~......,,1...Ji-,lfJm:;I~,.,......--_ 







This Compensation Agreement (the. 0 Agreemen1'') ·dated the ~ ~day of 
llA A ~tJ:u,,~ 2009 •. is entered into between ARTHURl>ONALD WATKINS ("Payor'1 and 
iiif>~ WATKINS ("Payee"). 
WlTNES SETH: 
· A. The Payee has been solely employed by the Payor for a number of years 
without benefit ofa qualified retirement program.. 
B. Payor desires to compensate Payee by and through this Agreement for 
years of service as a retirement benefit. 
NOW, 1HEREFORE, the parties hereto hereby agree as follows: 
1. Payment by Payor. li1 consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee 
for Payor; Payor hereby agrees to pay to Payee periodic payments in the amount of $3,000 per 
snon1h for as long as the Payee shall live. Payor acknowledges and agrees that in the event he 
predeceases the Payee, that the obligation of Payor shall bind Payor's estate. 
2. Upon the death of the Payee, all payments to be made hereunder shall 
continue to be made to the legal wife of Payee ( currently Virginia Lee Watkins); upon the death 
of the wife of the Payee all payments to be made hereunder shall cease and terminate and this 
Agreement shall be fully satisfied. 
3. After the death of the Payor the periodic payment shall be further adjusted 
by the latest CPI (as defined below) at the commencement of each year of this Agreement, as 
follows: 
(a) The CPI shall mean the ·~consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted West 
Region Ave,:age For All Items For All Urban Consumers, (1982-
84-100)," published monthly in the "Monthly Labor Review'' of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. If 
this index is discontinued, the "Consumer Price lnde:x Seasonally Adjusted 
West Region Average For All Items For Urban Wage Barners and Clerical 
Workers (1982-84=100)," published monthly in the "Monthly Labor 
Review' of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department 
of Labor shall be used for tnaking the computation set forth above. If this 
index is discontinued, comparable statistics on the purchasing power of 
the consumer dollar publislied by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
United States Depptment of Labor shall bo used for making tli, 
computation set totth ab~ If the Bureau cf Labor Statistics shall no 
lonaer maintaia statistics on tbeputcham1 powor of the consumer dollar, 
comparable statistics published by a responsible financial periodical or 
recognized authority mumally agreed .upon by Payor and. Payee and 
Tenant shall ~ ~ fQr making the computation set forth above. If'.thc 
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base year "(1982-84=100)11 or other base year used in computing the CPI 
is changed, the figures used in making the computation above shall be 
changed accordingly. $0 that all increases in such price index are taken 
into account notwithstanding any such change in the base year. 
The CPI for the first full calendar month of the first year of payment 
hereof shall be the •ease Index" to compute Payment adjustments 
hereunder. The CPI for the first full calendar month of each successive 
year of the remainder of the term shall be the "Adjustment Index." (If the. 
CPI for any Adjustment Index month is unavailable at, the start of any yoar 
of the remainder of the term, then the adjustment shall be made when such 
CPI is available, and the adjustment in Base Payment shall be retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index hu increased 
over the Base Index, then Base Payment payable under this Agreement 
commencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payment is made shall be detcnnined by 
multiplying the Base Payment by a fraction, the numerator of which is the 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, in no event 
shall the Periodic Payment for any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year. · 
4. Upon the death of Payor and within the meaning of Section 130(c) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1956, as amended (the icCode''), the estate of the Payor may make a 
"qualified assignment" to an assignee of Payor's obligations to make future periodic payments as 
described herein. Payee hereby consents to such an assignment to an assignee approved by 
Payee. Upon such assignment, such assignee or its de:signee shall mail future payments directly 
toPayee. 
5, Assignee may fund the Periodic Payments by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset;" within the meaning of Section 130(d) of the Code, in the fonn of an annuity 
policy with Payee designated as 1'mcasuring life" or "lhniting life" under said contract 
Payments made pursuant to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligatic:ins desmbed herein. 
6. It is expressly understood that the Payee shall not have the right, without 




~elerate OJ' defer said future payments to any time or vary in any respect 
the. payments; · 
roQOive 1ho present diseounted v.iue ()f future payments; 




have a,ny right to increase or decrease the pa)l!Dents; (d) 
(e) chango or modif¥ the rruw,er. mode ormethod of~ 11Df paymam 
or discharging IUlY obligations set forth in this Agreement; 
(f) have tho JJ(JWC1' m sell. mortgage~ ~cumber. or anticip•le 1be t\l,tme 
payments, or any part thereof, by assignment or otherwise. 
PAYOR: 
~ @nc,U_W~ 
Arthur Donald Watkins, 
by: Brian D. Watkins AITORNEY-tN-FACT 
STATE OF _:J:d.AkOJ 
~a. 
"'-·-·ty of ~ · .. 0.- J 
'-<UUU . . . ;;J . 
,::G . °tf:~ day of ':fV) ,W:~ , 2009, betl>ru1e 
. ~llt: ~= ; personally appcarcd Bll1Allt D. WATKINS, kiiown or ide.ntifiod 
to ma, to be the person whoS<;: name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged ·to 
me that he oxecuted the same. · 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF,. I have hereunto-tot my hand and affixed my ofticl.;i 
seal the day and year in this certificate fJtSt above written. 
COMPJNSATION AGREEMENT- 3 
NOTARYP 
. R.esidm.8 at -~,._ . .1..14,ljj~~~-1-~~= 







ML :Js.. Th1.· s .Compensation Agre ..ement (the ~ Agreement") dat .. ed the j ~day of , g~~ YI! . . ~ 2009 •. is em. ered into between ARTHUR J>ONALD WATKINS ("PayoT") and 
R BYNLEE WATKJNS ("~Payee"). 
WITNES SETH: 
A. The Payee has been solely employed by the Payor for a number of years 
without benefit ofa qualified retirement program. 
B. Payor desires to compensate Payee by and through this Agreement for 
years pf service ftS a retirement bfflefit 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto hereby agree as follows: 
l. Payment by faY:OI, In consideration of the lifetime of WOI'k done by Payee 
for Payor; Payor hereby agrees to pay to Payee periodic payments in the amount of $3,000 per 
month for as long as the Payee shall live. Payor .acknowledges and agrees that in the event he 
predeceases the Payee, that the obligation of Payor shall bind Payor• s estate. 
2. l,.Jpon the death of the Pllyee, all payments to be made lwreunder shall 
con1inue to be made to the legal husband of Payee (currently Brian D. Watkins); upon the death 
of the husband ofthe Payee all payments to be made hereunder shall cease and mrrnmate and this 
Agreement shall be fully satiidied. 
3. After the death of the Payor the periodic payment shall be further adjusted 
by the latest CPI (as defined below) at the commencement of each year of this Agreement, as 
follows: 
(a) The CPI shall mean the ~consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted West 
Region Average FQr All Items For All Urban Consumers, (1982-
84= 100)/' published monthly in the "Monthly Labor Review'~ of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department ofLabor. If 
this index is discontinued, the ''Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted 
West Region Average For All Iteqis for Urban Wage Eamen;and Clerical 
Workers (1982-84=100)." publl$hed monthly in the"Monthly Laoor 
Review" of the Bureau of Labor Statistic~ of the United States Department 
of Labor shall be used for making the computation set forth above; lf this 
index is discontinued, oomparable ~tatistics o.n the p.umhasing power of 
the .~ dollar wblished by the ,~~u of Labor Su.tistlcs of the 
United StateJ ~t Qft.bor shall•~ ~d fur nuildt,.g the 
C<ffllputation set forth above. If the Bureau of Labor Statistics shall no 
longer ,maintain smti.sties on the pumhasing power of the consutner dollar, 
co.mpmable statistics published by a responsible :financial periodical or 
reeogni~ autlmnty mttt\lPlly ~ µpon 1:)y Payor ~d Pay~ shall be 
used for ,::,:iaking tbe CQn;a.pY,w.ion ~et forth aoove. If the • y~ ••u W:Z~ 





84= 1 oor or other base year used in computing the CPI is changed, the 
figures used in making the computation Jtbove shall be changed 
accordingly, so that all increases in such price index are t.aken into acoount 
notwithstanding any such change in the base year. 
The CPI for the first full calendar month of the fitst year of payment 
hereof shall be the "Base hldex:'t to eompute payment adjustments 
hereunder, The CPI for the first full calendar month of each successive 
year of the remainder-0fthe term shall be the "AdjustmenUndex." (If the 
CPI for any Adjustment Index month is unavailable at the start of any year 
of the remainder of the term, then th,e adjustment sht\ll be made when such 
CPI is available, and the adjustment in Base Payment shall be retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index has increased 
over the Base Index, then Base Pa;yment payable under this Agreement 
commencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payment is made shall be determined by 
multiplying the Bue Payment by a fraction. the numerator of which is the 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, .hi µo event 
shall the Periodic Payment fur any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year, 
4.. Upon the death of Payor and within the meaning of Section l30(c) of the 
IntemalRevenue Code of 1956, as amended (the "Code"), the estate of the Payor may make a 
"qualified assignment" to an assignee of Payor's obligations·to make future·periodic·payments as 
described herein. Payee must .agree in writing to such an assignment and assignee must be 
approved by Payee. Upon such assignment, such assignee or its designee shall mail future 
payments. directly to Payee. 
5. Assignee may fund the Periodic: Payments by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset,'1 within the meaning of Section l 3-0{ d) of the Code, in the form of an annuity 
policy wi.th Payee designated as "me$uring life" or ~~limiting life,. under said contract. 
Pllymerrts made pursuant to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligations described herein. 
6. It is expressly understood that the Payee shalJ not have the right, without 
the express written consent of the. Payor or the pers011al. ,representative of Payor's estate to: 
·(1) ~celerate '.Qt defer s3id future payment$ tQ JnY tirtl~ or vary in any .~ct 
the payments; 
{t)) rec.eive the ,present discounted value, of future payments; 





(d) have any right to increase or decrease the payments; 
(e) change or modify the manner, mode or method of meeting any payments 
or discharging any obligations set forth in this Agreement; 
(f) have the power to sell, mortgage, encumber, or anticipate the future 
payments, or any part thereot by assignment or otherwise;. 
PAYOR: 
by: Bri~ D. Watkins A TTORNEY-IN-F t\<!T 
STATE OF _,;;;::c::::.iw 
County of fi•!(k. ) ss. 
· .. · ibi, 3;:J day of \...,, 2009, before me 
c:: · ,··.-1 ~s · pe y appeared :BRIAN o. Wl\'fKlNS, known or Wenti:fiecl 
to me, to be the person whose namQ is subscribed to the within instrument. and acknowledged to 
me that he executed the same. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official 









This Compensation Agreement (the "Agreement") dated the 2,J day of · ft1a. , 2009, is entered into between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS C'Payor'') and 
DON.AU> &UGENK WATKINS ('~Payee''). 
WITNESS ETH: 
A. The Payee has been solely employed by the Payor for a numbet of years 
without benefit of a qualified retirement program. . 
B. Payor desires t.o compensate Payee by and through this Agreement for 
years of service as a retirement benefit. · 
NOW, THEREFORE. the parties hereto hereby agree as follows: 
1. Payment by Payor. In consideration. of the lifetime of work done by Payee 
for Payor; Payor hereby agrees to pay to Payee periodic payments: in the amount of $3,000 per 
month for as long as the Payee shall live. Payor acknowledges and agrees that in the event he 
predeceases the Payee, that the obligation of Payor shall bintf. Payor' s estate. 
2. Upon the death of the Payee, all payments to be made hereunder shall 
continue to~ made to the legal wife of Payee (currently Katble.en Watkins); upon the death of 
the wife of 'the P1;1yee all payments to be made hereunder shall cease and terminate and this 
Agreement shall be fully satisfied. 
3. After the death of the Payor the periodic payment shall be further adjusted 
by the latest CPI {as defined below) at the commencement of each year of this Agreement, as 
follows~ 
(a) The CPI shall mean the "Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted West 
Region Average For All Items For All Urban Conswners, (1982-
84=100)," published monthly in the ''Monthly Labor Review" of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. If 
this index is discontinued, the "Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted 
West Region Average For All Items For Urban Wage Eamers and Clerical 
Worker5 (1982-84•100),t' published monthly in the "Monthly Labor 
Review'' ot the Bureav of Labor Statistics of the United States Department 
of Labor shall be used for making the computation set forth above. If this 
index is discontinued, comparable statistics on the purchasing power of 
the consumer dollar published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
United States. IA,p~e11t of Labor slulll be used for maldns. the 
computation set forth above, . If the Bureau of Labor Statistics shall no 
longer niaJnta.in $tatiatics .on the purchasing power of the consumer dolls,. 
comparable statistics publbhod by a responsible financ.iai periodical or 
reco~d authority mutually as=d upon byPayor .uid Paye~ shall be 
used for makb:ig the computation set forth above. If the buc ,~ ''(1982• 
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84= l 00)" or other base year used in computing the CPI is changed, 1he 
figures used in making the computation above shall be changed 
accordingly, so that all increases in such price index are taken into account 
notwithstruiding any such change in the base year. 
The CPI for the first full calendar month of the first year of payment 
hereof shall be the "Base Index" to epmpute payment adjustments 
hereunder. The CPI for the first full calendar month of each successive 
year of the ranaindcr of the tCllll shall be the "Adjustment Index." (lf tho 
CPI for any Adjustment lndex month is unavailable at the start of any year 
of the remainder of the term, then the adjustment shall be made when such 
CPI is available. and the adjustment in Base Payment shall be retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index has incre8$ed 
over the Base Index. then Base Payment payable under this Agreement 
commencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payment is made shall be determined by 
multiplying the ,Base Payment by a fraction, the numerator of which is the 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, in no event 
shall the Periodic Payment for any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year; 
4. Upon the death of Payor and within the meaning of Section 130(c) of the . 
Internal Revenue Code of 1956. as amendec:l(the "Code'), the estate of the Payor may make a· 
"qualified assignmenttl to an assignee of Payor's obligations to make future periodic payments:·dS 
descn'bed herein. Payee hereby consents to such an assignment to an assignee approved by 
Payee. Upon such assignment, such assignee or its designee shall mail future payments directly 
. to Payee. 
5. Assignee may fund the Periodie Payments by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset." within the meaning of Section 130(,:l)-ofthe Code, in the form of an annuity 
policy with Payee desipated es "measuring life" or "limiting Jife,, under said contract. 
Payments made pursuant to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligations described herein. 
6. lt is expressly understood that the Payee shall not have the right, without 
the express written consent of the Payor or the personal represcntatiYe of Payor• s estate to: 
(a) ucocle~te or defer said futuro payments to any time .or vacy in any respect 
(b) 
(c) 
the payments; · 
n:ceive the ptescat discourtted value of future paytnents; 
b~ve any control of 1ht .investments or funds iron) which payments Bl'e · 
nia4e; · 
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.. • e 
( d) have 8D)' right to increase or decnase the payments; 
(e) chtmge or JD.odify the manner, mode or mothod of meetillg any payments 
or discharging any obligations setforth in this Agreement; 
(f) Jiave the powOI' to sell, mortgago, cncwnber, or anticipate·tbe f\.awro 
payments, or any part thereof, by assignment or otherwise. 
PAYOR: 
~ £)~t,J,/t: · .. · --
Arthur Don.ld Watldns, 
by: Brian D. Watldns AITORNEY-IN-FACT 
STATSQF .-::C.d.Jw ) 
.f±d. . ) ss. 
Ci>Mty<>f -~ j .. · . ' 
ti, . ti tbio. '.3 CUI)' of ?J1~ , 2009, bel\no mo 
;:Ji_.~ J'it J<:os·. • pe~SC>nally appeared Ji~» •. WATKINS, known or identified 
to me, to be the person whose name 1s subscribed to the within mstrument, and acknowledged .to 
me that he executed the same. 
IN WITNBSS WHEREOF, l llave horounto set my hand and affixed my official · 







DURABLE POWER 0-F ATTORNEY 
OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS 
Introductory Provision. I, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, hereby 
appoint STELLA WATKINS, to serve as my agent ("Agent") and to exe'rcise the powers 
and discretions set forth below. 
Statement of Intent to Create Durable Power of Attorney Under State 
Statute. Dy this instrument I intend to create a Durable Power of Attorney under Utah 
law. 
Revocation of Prior Powers of Attorney. 1 hereby revoke all powers of 
attorney, general and/or limited, heretofore created by me as principal and terminate all 
agency relationships created thereunder, including those of all successor Agents named 
therein, if any, except that·the following shall not be revoked and shall continue in full 
force and effect: (1) powers granted by me 011 form 2848 issued by the Internal Revenue 
Service and granted to George Walton Wadswotth. 
Delegation of All Powers Lawful to Delegate. I herewith delegate to my 
Agent each and every power that I may lawfully delegate, subject only to those 
limitations specifically set fmth in this instrument. · 
ARTICLE I 
ASSET POWERS 
Introduction. My Agent is authorized in my Agent's sole and absolute 
discretion from time to time and at any time, with respect to any and all of my property 
and interests in propeity, real, personal, inta11gible and mixed, as follows: 
(1) Power to Sell. To sell any and every kind of property that I may 
own now or in the future, t"eal, personal, intangible and/or mixed, includi11g without being 
limited to contingent and expectant interests, marital tights and any rights of survivorship 
incident to joint tenancy or tenancy by the entirety, on such tenns and conditions and 
security as my Agent shall .deem appropriate and to grant options with respect to sales 
thereof~ to make such disposition of the proceeds of such· sale or sales, including 
expending such proceeds for my benefit, as my Agent shall deem appropriate. 
(2) Power to Buy. To buy every ki11d of property, real, pe~onal, 
intangible and/or mixed, on such terms and conditions as my Agent shall deem 
appropriate; to obtain options with respect to such purchases; to arrange for appropriate 
disposition, use, safekeeping and/or insuring of any such property; to use any credit card 
held in my name to make such purchases und to sign such charge slips as may be 
necessary to use such credit cards; to repay from any funds belonging to me any money 





(3) Power to Invest. To invest and reinvest all or any part of my 
property in any property or interests, including undivided interests, in property, real, 
personal, intangible and/or mixed, wherever located, including without being limited to 
securities of all ldnds, stocks of corporations regardless of class, membership interests in 
limited liability companies, interests in limited partnerships, real estate or any interest in 
real estate whether or not productive at the time of investment, commodities contracts of 
all ldnds, interests in trusts, investment trusts, whether of the open and/or closed fund 
types, and participation in common, collective or pooled trust funds or annuity contracts 
without being limited by any statute or rule of law concerning investments by fiduciaries; 
to sell, including shoti sales, and te1minate any investments whether made by me or my 
Agent; to establish, utilize and tenninate savings and money market account.c; with 
financial institutions of all kinds; to establish, utilize and terminate accounts with 
securities brokers and in such accounts, to make short sales and to buy on margin and, for 
such- purposes, my Agent may pledge any securities so held or purchased with such 
brokers as security for loans and advances made to the account.; to establish, utilize and 
terminate agency accounts with corporate fiduciaries; to employ, compensate and 
terminate the services of financial and investment advisors and consultants. 
(4) Power to Manage Real Property. With respect to real property, 
including but not limited to any real property I may hereafter acquire or receive and my 
personal residence, my Agent is authorized to lease, sublease, release; to eject and 
remove tenants or other persons from, and recover possession of by all lawful means; to 
accept real prnperty as a gift or as security for a loan; to collect, sue for, receive and 
receipt for rents and profits and to conserve, iiwest or utilize a11y and all of such rents, 
profits and receipts for the purposes described in this paragraph; to do any act of 
management and conservation, to pay, compromise, or to contest tax assessments and to 
apply for refunds in connection therewith; to employ laborers; to subdivide, develop, 
dedicate to public use without consideration, and/or dedicate easements over; to maintain, 
protect, repair, preserve, insure, build 011, demolish, alter or improve all or any part 
U1ereof; to obtain or vacate plats and adjust boundaries; to adjust differences in valuation 
on exchange or partition by giving or receiving consideration; to release or paitially 
release real property from a lien; to sell and to buy real property; to mortgage and/or 
convey by deed of trust or otherwise encumber any real prope1ty now or hereafter owned 
by me, whether acquired by me or for me by my Agent. 
(5) Power to Manage Personal Property. With respect to personal 
prope1iy; to lease, sublease, and release; to recover possession of by all lawful means; to 
collect, sue for, receive and receipt for rents and profits therefrom; to maintain, protect, 
repail', preserve, insure, alter or improve all or nny part thereof; to sell and to buy the 
same or other personal property; to mortgage or grnnt deeds of trust, pledge and/or grant 
other security interests in any personal property or intangibles now or hereafter owned by 
me, whether acquired by me or for me by my Agent. In addition, I grant my age11t the 
ability to manage any business of which 1 own and vote the shares,. membership interest 
or other security evidencing my ownership in a Corporation, Pa1inership or Limited 
Liability Company. 
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(6) Power to Exercise Rights in Securities. To ex.ercise all rights with 
respect to corporate securities which I now own or may hereafter acquire, including the 
right to sell, grant security interests in and to buy the same or different securities; to 
establish, utilize and tenninate brokerage accounts, including margin accounts; to make 
such payments as my Agent deems necessary, appropriate, incidental or convenient to the 
owning and holding of such securities; to receive, retain, expend for my benefit, invest 
and reinvest or make such disposition of as my Agent shall deem appropriate all 
additional securities, cash or property, including the proceeds from the sales of my 
securities, to which I may be or become entitled by reason of my ownership of any 
securities; to vote at all meetings of security holders, regular or special; to lend money to 
any corporation in which 1 hold any shares and to guarantee or endorse loans made to 
such corporation by third parties. 
(7) Power to Demand and Receive. To demand. arbitrate, settle, sue for, 
collect, receive, deposit, expend for my benefit, reinvest or make such other appropriate 
disposition of as my Agent deems appropriate, all cash, rights to the payment of cash, 
prope11y, real, personal, intangible and/or mixed, debts, dues rights, accounts, legacies, 
bequests, devises, dividends, annuities, rights and/or benefits to which I am now or may 
in the future become entitled, regardless of the identity of the individual or public or 
private entity involved, including but not limited to benefits payable to or for my benefit 
by any governmental agency or body, such as Supplemental Social Security (SSI), 
Medicaid, Medicare, and Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) and for the 
purposes of receiving Social Security benefits, my Agent is herewith appointed my 
"Representafive Payee"; to utilize all lawful means and methods to recover such ftssets 
and/or rights, qualify me for such benefits and claim such benefits on my behalf, and to 
compromise claims and grant discharges in regard to the matters described herein. 
(8) Power with Respect to Bank Accounts. To establish accounts of all 
kinds, incl-uding checking and savings, for me with financial institutions of any kinds, 
including but not limited to banks and thrift institutions; to modify, terminate, make 
deposits to and write checks on or make withdrawals from and grant security interests in 
all accounts in my name or with respect to which I am an authorized signatory, except 
accounts held by me in a fiduciary capacity, whether or not any such account was 
established by me or for me by my Agent, to negotiate, endorse or transfer any checks or 
other instruments with respect to any such accounts; to contract for any services rendered 
by any bank or financial institution, and to execute, on my behalf as principal, agency or 
power of attorney forms furnished by any bank with respect to accounts with such bank, 
appointing as my Agent or any other person or persons. If more than one Agent shall be 
serving concurrentl_y, then the signature of any one of them shall be sufficient for the 
ptu-pose of endorsing for deposit to, and drawing checks or drafts on, any bank account of 
mine. 
(9) Power witlt Respect to Safe-Deposit Boxes. To contract with any 
institution for the maintenance of a safe-deposit box in my name; to have access to all 
safe-deposit boxes in my name or with respect to which I am an authorized signatory, 
whether or not the contract for such safe-deposit box was executed by me, either alone or 
jointly with others, or by my Agent in my name; to add to and remove from the contents 
Dumble Power of Allomey 
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of any such sate deposit box and to tenninate any and all contracts for such boxes. 
(10) Powe1· with Respect to Legal and Other Actions. To institute, 
supervise, prosecute, defend, intervene in, abandon, compromise, arbitrate, settle, 
dismiss, and appeal from any and all legal, equitable, ji1dicial or administrative hearings, 
actions, suits, proceedings, attachments, arrests or distresses, involving me in any way, 
including but not limited to claims by or against me arising out of property damages or 
personal injuries .suffered by or caused by me 01· under such circumstances that the loss 
resulting therefrom will or may be imposed on me and otherwise engage in litigation 
involving me, my property or any interest of mi11e, including any property or interest or 
person for which or whom I have or may have any responsibility. 
(11) Power to Borrow Money (Including Insurance Policy Loans). To 
borrow money from any lender for my account 011 such terms and conditions as my 
Agent shall deem appropriate and to secufe such borrowing by the granting of security 
interests in any property or interests in property which I may now or hereafter own; to 
borrow money on any life insurance policies owned by me on my life for any purpose 
end to grant a security interest in such policy to secure any such loans, including the 
usignrnent and delivery of any such policies as security; and no insurance company ·shall 
be under any obligation whatsoever to determine the need for such loan or the application 
of the proceeds by my Agent. 
(12) Power to Create, Fund, Amencl and Terminate Trusts Solely fo1· the 
Benefit of tl1e Principal. To execute a revocable trust agreement with stich trustee or 
trustees as my Agent shall select, and such trust shall provide that all income and 
principal shall be paid to me, to some person for my benefit or applied for my benefit in 
such amounts as I or my Agent shall request or as the trustee or trustees shall determine, 
·a11d that on my death any remaining income and principal shall be paid to my personal 
representative, and that the trust may be revoked or amended by me or my Agent at any 
time and from time to time; provided, however. that any amendment by my Agent must 
be such that by law or under the provisions of this instrwnent sucli amemhnent could 
have been included in the original tmst agreement; to deliver and convey any or all of my 
assets to the trustee or trustees thereof; to add any or all of my assets to such a trust 
already in existence at the time of the creation of this instrument or created by me at any 
time thereafter; and for the prupose of funding any trust, to enter and remove any of my 
assets from any safe-deposit box of mine, whether the box is registered in my name alone 
or jointly with one or more persons and my Agent may be sole trnstee of the trust or one 
of several trustees. 
(13) Power to Fund Trusts Created by the Principal. To transfer from time 
to time and at any time to the trustee or trustees of any revocable bust agreement created 
by me before or after the execution of this instrument, as to which trust I am, during my 
lifetime, a primary income and pl'incipai beneficiary, any and all of my cash, property or 
interests in property, including any rights to receive income from any source; and for U1is 
purpose to enter and remove from any safe-deposit box of mine, whether the box is 
registered in my name alone ·or jointly with one or more other persons, any of my assets 
and to execute such instmments, documents and papers to effect the transfers described 
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herein as may be necessary, appropriate, incidental 01· convenient; to make such b:ansfers 
absolutely in fee simple or for my lifetime only with the remainder or reversion of the 
property so transferred, remaining in me so that such property will be disposed of at my 
death by my will or by the intestacy laws of the state in which I shall die a resident. 
(14) Power to Withdraw Funds from Trusts. To withdraw and/or receive 
the income or corpus of any trust over which I may have a right of receipt or withdrawal; 
to request and receive the income or corpus of any trust with respect to which the trustee 
thereof has the discretionary powet· to make distributions to or on my behalf, and to 
execute and deliver to such trustee or trustees a receipt and release or similar document 
for the income or corpus so received; to exercise in whole or in part, release or let lapse 
any power of appointment held by me, whether general or special, or any power of 
amendment or revocation under any trust including any trust with respect to which I may 
exercise any such power only with the consent of another person, even if my Agent is 
such other person, whether or not such power of appointment was created by me, subject, 
however, to any restrictions on such exercise imposed on my Agent a11d set forth in other 
provisions of th.is instrument. 
(15) Power to Renounce and Resign from Fiduciary Positions. To renounce 
any fiduciary position to which I have been or may be appointed or elected, including but 
not limited to personal representative, trustee, guardian, attorney-in-fact, and officer or 
director of a corporation; and any governmental or political office or position to which I 
have been or may be elected or appointed; to resign any such positions in which capacity 
J am presently serving; t.o file an accounting with a comt of competent jurisdiction or 
settle on a receipt and release or such other informal method as my Agent shall deem 
appropriate. 
( 16) Power to Disclaim, Renaunce, Release, or Abandon Prnperty 
Interests. To renou11ce and disclaim any property or interest in property or powers to 
which for any reason and by any means I may become entitled, whether by ,gift, testate or 
intestate succession; to release or abandon any property or interest in property or powers 
which I may now or hereafter own, including any interests in or rights over h·usts, 
including the right to alter, amend, revoke or terminate, and to exercise any right to claim 
an elective share in any estate or under any will. In exercising such discretion, my Agent 
shall consider any reduction in estate or inheritance taxes that may be due on my death, 
and the effect of such renunciation or disclaimer on persons interested in my estate and 
persons who would receive the renmmced or disclaimed property; provided, however, 
that my Agent shall make no disclaimer that is expressly prohibited by other provisions 
of this instrument. 
(17) Power with Respect to Insurance. To purchase, maintain, surrender, 
collect, or cancel (a) life insu!'ance or annuities of any kind on my life or the life of any 
one in whom I have an insurable interest, (b) liability insurance protecting me and my 
estate against third patty claims, (c) hospital insurance, medical insurance, Medicare 
supplement insurance, custodial care insurance, and disability income insurance for me or 
any of tny dependents, and ( d) casualty insurance insuring assets of mine against loss or 
damage due to fire, theft or other commonly insured risk; to pay all insurance premiums, 
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to select any options under such policies; to increase coverage under any such policy, to 
bonow against any such policy, to pursue all insurance claims on my behalf, to adjust 
insurance losses, and the foregoing powers shall apply to private and public plans, 
including but not limited to Medicare, Medicaid, SS1 and Worker's Compensation; to 
designate and change beneficiaries of insurance policies insuring my life and 
beneficiaries under any annuity contract in which l have an interest; to decrease coverage 
under or cancel any of the policies described herein; to receive and make such disposition 
of the cash value on tennination of any such policy as my Agent shall deem appropriate. 
(18) Power with Respect to Taxes. To represent me in all tax matters; to 
prepare, sign, and file federal, state, and/or local income, gift and other tax retums of all 
kinds, including, where appropriate, joint returns, claims for refunds, requests for 
extensions of time to file returns mid/or pay taxes, extensions ru1d waivers of applicable 
periods oflimitation, protests and petitions to administrative agencies or courts, including 
the tax comt, regarding tax matters, and any and all other tax related documents, 
including but not limited to consents and agreements under Section 2032A of the Internal 
Revenue Code or any successor section thereto and consents to split gifts, closing 
agreements and any power of attorney form required by the Internal Revenue Service 
and/or any state and/or local taxing authority with respect to any tax year; to pay taxes 
due, collect and make such disposition of refunds as my Agent shall deem appropriate, 
post bonds, receive confidential information and contest deficiencies dete1mined by the 
Internal Revenue Service and/or any state and/or local taxing authority; to exercise any 
elections I may have under federal, state or local tax law; to allocate any generation-
skipping tax exemption to which I am entitled, and generally to represent me or obtain 
professionalrepresentation for me in all tax matters and proceedings of all kinds and for 
all periods before all officers of the Internal Revenue Service and state and local 
authorities and in any and all courts; to engage, compensate and discharge attorneys, 
accountants and other tax and financial advisers and consultants to represent and/or assist 
nie in connection with any and all tax matters involving or in any way related to me or 
any property in which I have or may have an interest or responsibility; and on my behalf 
to execute IRS Form 2848 and appoint my Agent or any suitable person selected by my 
Agent as my representative before the Internal Revenue Service. 
(19) Power to P.rovidc Support to Otlters. To support and/or continue to 
support any person whom I have undertaken to support or to whom I may owe an 
obligation of support, in the same manner and in accordance with the same standard of 
living as I may have provided in the past, adjusted if necessary by circumstances and 
inflatio~ including but not limited to the payment of real prope1ty taxes, payments on 
loans secured by my residence, maintenance of my residence, food, clothing and shelter, 
health care, dental and psychiatric care, nonnal vacations and travel expenses and 
education, including education at vocational and trade schools, trainit1g in music, stage, 
arts and sports, special training provided at institutions for the mentally or physically 
handicapped, undergraduate and graduate study in any field at public or private 
universities, colleges or other institutions of higher learning, and in providing for such 
education to pay for tuition, books and incidental charges made by the educational 
institutions, travel ·costs to and from such institutions, room and board, and a reasonable 
amount of spending money. · 
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(20) Power to Make Loans. To lend money and property at such interest rate, 
if any, and on such tem1s and conditions, and with such security, if any, as my Agent may 
deem appropriate; to t'enew, extend, and modify any such loans or loans that I may have 
previously made; to guarantee the obligations of any such person; to consent to the 
renewal, extension and modification of l.luch obligations; provided, however, that my 
Agent shaU not lend my money or property to my Agent, but this provision shall not be 
interpreted to require that any loan made by me personally, and not 011 my behalf by any 
agent, to my Agent, must be repaid earlier than (i) its scheduled matw·ity date or (ii) in 
case of a demand note, that demand for payment be made unreasonably. 
ARTICLE II 
INCIDENTAL POWERS 
Introduction. In connection with the exercise of the powers and 
discretions herein described, my Agent is fully authorized and empowered to perfonn any 
acts and things and to execute and deliver any documents, instruments, affidavits, 
certificates, and papers necessary or appropriate, to such exercise or exercises, including 
without limitation the following: 
( 1) Resort to Courts. To seek on my behalf and at my expense: 
(a) a declaratory judgment from any court of competent 
jurisdiction interpreting the validity of this instrument and any of the acts authorized by 
this instrument, but such declaratory judgment shall not be necessary in order for my 
Agent to perform any act authorized by this instrument. 
(b) a mandatory injunction requiring compliance with nty Agent1s 
instructions by any person, organization, corporation1 or other entity obligated to comply 
with instructions given by me. 
(c) actual and punitive damages and the recoverable costs, fees 
and expenses of such litigation, against any person, organization, corporatio11 or other 
entity obligated to comply with instructions given by me who negligently or willfully 
fails or refuses to follow such instructions. 
(2) Hire and Fire - Non-Health Care Personnel. To employ, 
compensate and discharge such domestic, and professional personnel including lawyers, 
accountants, financial consultants, advisors, consultants, servants and employees as my 
Agent deems appropriate. 
(3) Sign Documents nnd Incur Costs in Implementing the Agent's 
Instructions. To sign, execute, endorse, seal, acknowledge, deliver and file 01· record 
instruments and documents, including but not limited to contracts, agreements and 
conveyances of real and personal property,. instruments granting and perfecting security 
instruments and obligations, orders for the payment of money, receipts, releases, waivers, 
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elections, vouchers, consents, satisfactions and certificates. ln addition, any Agent of 
mine who has the authority to incw· costs on my behalf may render the bills for such costs 
to any Agent of mh1e who has been granted the authority to pay such costs or to any 
trustee of any revocable living trust of mine, or guardian, committee or conservator who 
has authority to pay such costs I request that costs be paid promptly. Any recipient 
thereof (i.e. my Agent with authorily to pay or my trustee) shall promptly pay such cos ls. 
(4) Borrow, Spend, Liquidate, Secure. To expend my funds and to 
liquidate my propetty or to borrow money to produce such funds and to secure any such 
borrowings with security interests in any propetty, real, personal, or intangible that I may 
now or hereafter own. 
(5) Power to Do Miscellaneous Acts. To open. read, respond to and 
redirect my mail; to re.present me before the U.S. Postal Service in all matters relating to 
mail service; to establish, cancel, continue or initiate tny membership in organizations 
and associations of all kinds, to take and give or deny custody of all of my important 
documents, including but not limited to my will, revocab]e trust, deeds, leases, life 
insurance policies, contracts and securities and, bearing in mind the confidentia-1 natme of 
such documents, to disclose or refuse to disclose such documents; to obtain and release or 
deny information or records of all kinds relating to me, to any interest of mine or to any 
person for whom I am responsible. · 
ARTICLE III 
THIRD PARTY RELIANCE 
Introduction. For the purpose of inducing all persons, organizations, 
corporations and entities including but not limited to any physician, hospital, nursing 
home, health care provider, bank, broker, custodian, insurer, lender, transfer age11t, taxing 
authority, governmental agency, or other party (all of whom will be referred to in this 
Artiole as a "Person11) to act in accordance with the instl.'uctions of my Agent as 
authorized in this instrument, I hereby represent, warrant and agree that: 
(1) Third Party Liability for Revocation and Amendments. If this 
instrument is revoked or amended for any reason, I, my estate, and my personal 
representative will hold any person, organization, corporation or entity, hereinafter 
referred to in the aggregate as 0 Person 11 , harmless from any loss suffered, or liability 
incurred by such Person in acting in accordance with the instructions of my Agent acting 
under this instrument prior to the receipt by such Person of actua] wrillen notice of any 
such revocation or amendment. 
(2) No Liablllty to Thircl Parties for Reliance 011 Agent. No Person 
who relies in good faith on the authority of my Agent under this instrumei1t shall incur 
any liability to me, my estate or my personal representative. In addition, no Person who 
acts in reliance on any representations my Agent may make as to (a) the fact that my 
Age.11t1s powers are then in effect, (b) the scope of my Agent's authority granted under 
this instrument, (c) my competency at the time this. instrument is executed, (d) the fact 
that this insb·ument has not been revoked or amended, or (e) the fact that my Agent 
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continues to serve as my Agent shall incur any liability to me, my estate or my personal 
representative for pennitting my Agent to exet"Cise a11y such authority, nor shall any 
Person wlio deals with my Agent be responsible to determine or insure the proper 
application of funds or property by my Agent. Any party dealing with any Person named 
as Agent (including any Person named as an Alternate Agent hereunder) may rely on as 
conclusively correct an affidavit or certifa.mte of such Agent tlml (i) my Agc:mL's powers 
are then in effect, (ii) the action my Agent desires to take is within the scope of my 
Agent's authority granted under this instrument, (iii) I was competent at the time this 
instrument was executed, (iv) this instrument has not been revoked, and/or (v) my Agent 
continues to serve as my Agent. 
(3) Affldavits or Certificates Given by Agent Bind Prb1cipal. No 
Person who relies on any affidavit or certificate under penalties of pe1jury that this 
instrument specifically authorizes my Agent to execute and deliver to such pe1:i:;on shall 
incur any liability to me, my estate or my personal representative for pennitting my 
Agent to exercise any such authority, nor shall any Person who deals with my Agent be 
responsible to detennine or insure the proper application of funds or property by my 
Agent. 
( 4) Authorization to Release Information to Agent. All Persons 
from whom my Agent may request information regarding me, my personal or financial 
affairs or any information which I am entitled to receive are hereby authorized to provide 
such information to my Agent without limitation and are released from any legal liability 
whatsoever to me, my estate or my personal representative for complying with my 
Agent's requests. 
ARTICLE IV 
RESTRICTION ON POWERS 
Introduction. Notwithstanding any _provision herein to the conb:ary, my 
Agent: 
( 1) P1·ohibition on Power Over Prior Transfers. Shall have no 
power or authority whatsoever with respect to (a.) any irrevocable trust created by my 
Agent as to which I am a trustee or a beneficiary or (b) any asset given to me by my 
Agent. 
(2) Pr.»hibitiou on Power to Benefit Agent. Shall be prohibited, 
except as specifically authorized in this instrument, from (a) appointing, assigning or 
designating any of my assets, interests or rights directly or indirectly to my Age11t, my 
Agent's estate, my Agent's creditors, or the creditors of my Agent's estate, (b) exercising 
any power of appointments I may. hold in favor of my Agent, my Agent's estate, my 
Agent's creditors, or the creditors of my Agent's estate, (c) disclaiming assets to which I 
would otherwise be entitled if tl1e effect of such disclaimer is to pass assets directly or 
indirectly to my Agent or his or her estate, or (d) using my assets to discharge any of my 
Agent's legal obligations, including any obligation of support which my Agent may owe 
to others, excluding those whom I am legally obligated to support. 
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(3) Prohibition on Exercise of Fiduciary Powen. Shall be 
prohibited from exercising any discretionary fiduciary powers that l now hold or may 
hereafter acquire. 
(4) Avoid Disrnpting Principal's Estate Plan. If it becomes 
necessary for my Agent to liquidate my assets to provide suppo1t for me, or if liquidation 
or conversion of assets becomes necessary for any other reason, whether specified in this 
instrument or otherwise, or such liquidation is deemed by my Agent to be appropriate or 
convenient, I direct that my Agent, to the extent reasonably possible, avoid disrupting the 
dispositive provisions of any estate plan of mine known to my Agent, whether or not such 
estate plan is embodied in a will, a trust, non-probate prope1ty, or otherwise. If it is 
necessary to disrupt the dispositive provisions of such plan, then my Agent is directed to 
use my Agent's best efforts to restore the dispositive provisions of such plan as and when 
the opportunity to do so is available to my Agent. My Agent shall make reasonable 
effo11s to obtain and review my estate plan and any person having knowledge thereof or 
possession of any documents implementing such estate plan is authorized to make 
disclosure thereof to my Agent, and to furnish my Agent with copies of such documents. 
ARTICLEV 
DURABILITY PROVISION 
Immediate Power, Operative on Incapacity as Defined in Power. This power 
of attorney shall not be affected by my subsequent disability or incapacity. My Agent 
shall have no authority under this instrument unless (1) I am deemed to be incapacitated 
as defined herein or (2) I have executed a ce1tificate that from and after the date of 
execution thereof my Agent is fully authorized to act under this instrument. My 
incapacity shall be deemed to exist when my incapacity has been declared by a court of 
competent jurisdiction or when a conservator or guardian for me has been appointed and 
is based on my incapacity or on presentation to my Agent of a certificate executed by two 
licensed physicians, which opinion of such physicians states I am incapable of caring for 
myself and am physically or mentally incapable of managing my financial affairs. The 
effective date of such incapacity shall be the date of the order or decree adjudicating my 
incapacity, the date of the order or decree appointing my guardian or conservator, or the 
date of the certificate of the two physicians described above, whichever first occurs. A 
certified copy of the order or decree declaring incapacity or_ appointing a guardian or 
conservator or the certificate of the physicians described above shall be attached to the 
originaJ uf U1is instrument, and photocupies thereof shall be attached to photocopies of 
this instrument, and if this instrument is filed or recorded among public records, then 
such order, decree or certificate shall also be similarly filed or recol'ded if pe1mitted by 
applicable law. · 
I will be deemed under this instrument to have regained capacity if there is 
a finding to that effect by a court of competent jurisdiction or when any co11servatorship 
or guardianship has been judicially tem1inated or on presentation to my Agent of a 
certificate executed by two licensed physicians which states in the opinion of such 
physicians that I am capable of caring for myself or am physically and mentally capable 
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of managing my financial affairs. A certified copy of the order or decree declaring my 
capacity or judicially tenninating the guardianship or conservatorship or the certificate of 
the physicians described above shall be attached to the original of this instrument, and 
photocopies thereof shall be attached to photocopies of this instrument, and if this 
instrument is filed or recorded among public records, then such order, decree or 
certificate shall also be simi1arly filed or recorded if permitted by applicabJe Jaw. 
If this power of attorney becomes operative because of my disability or 
incapacity and subsequently I am no longer disabled or incapacitated, as evidenced in the 
manner provided above, this power of attorney shall not be revoked but shall become 
effective again on my subsequent disability or incapacity as provided above or on my 
subsequent certification that such power shall be or has become effective. I hereby waive 
voluntarily any physician-patient privilege or psychiatrist-patieat privilege that may exist 
in my favor and I authorize physicians and psychiatrists to examine me and disclose my 




Introduction. The following provisions shall apply: 
(1) Reimbursement and Compensation of Agent. My Agent shall 
he entitled to reimbursement for all reasonahle costs and expenses, including reasonable 
attorney's fees, actually incurred and paid by my Agent on my behalf at any time under 
any provision of this instrument. My Agent shall not be entitled to compensation for 
services rendered hereunder but shall be entitled to reimbursement for reasonable 
expenses. 
(2) Eligibility of Agent to Serve in Other Fiduciary Capacities for 
Principal. My Agent shall be eligible to serve in all other fiduciary capacities, for me or 
my benefit (but not in my place where I may serve as a fiduciary for others), including 
but not limited to serving as Trustee, Guardian, Conservator, Committee, Personal 
Representative. 
(3) Severability. If any part of any provision of this instrument shall 
be invalid or unenforceable under applicable law, such part shall be ineffective to the 
extent of such invalidity only, without in any way affecting the remaining parts of such 
provision or the remaining provisions of this instrument. 
(4) This Instrument Unaffected by Lapse of Time. This power of 
attorney shall be legally unaffected by reason of lapse of time or staleness. 
(5) Agent Authorized to Sign Power of Atton1ey Forms. In 
carrying out the authot"izations set forth in this instrument, if in the sole OJJinion of my 
Agent it is necessary or convenient for my agent to sign my name, as principal, on forms 
of powers of attorney (the "Fo.tms") required by goverruuental agencies, corporations or 
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other entities in transactions with me, my agent is authorized to execute such Forms, and 
to appoint an agent or other person on the Fonns to represent. 
(6) Governing Law and Applicability to Foreign Jurisdictions. 
This instrument sha11 be govemed by the laws of the State of Utah in all respects, 
including its validity, construction, interpretation, and termination. To the extent 
permitted by law, this power of attorney shall be applicable to all property of mine, real, 
personal, intangible or mixed, wherever and in whatever state of the United States or 
foreign country situs of such property is at any time located and whether such property is 
now owned by me or hereafter acquired by me or for me by my Agent. 
(7) Definitions. Whenever the word: 
(a) 11Agent11 or any modifying or equivalent word or substituted 
pronoun therefore is used in this instrument, such word or words shall be held and taken 
to include both the sin:gular and the plural, the masculine, feminine and neuter gender 
thereof. 
(b) "Guardian" or "Conservator'' or any modifying or equivalent 
word or substituted pronoun is used in this instrument, such word or words shall be held 
and taken to mean respectively the fiduciary, appointed by a court of competent 
jurisdiction or by other lawful means, responsible for the person and/or the property of an 
individual. 
(8) Revocation, Amendment and Resignation. This instrument may be 
amended or revoked by me at any time by the execution by me of a written instrument of 
revocation or amendment, delivered to my Agent and to all Alternate Agents. My Agent 
and any Alternate Agent may resign by the execution of a written resignation delivered to 
me or, if I am mentally incapacitated, by delivery to any person with whom I am residing 
or who has the care and custody of me or, in the case of an Agent's resignation, by 
delivery to the Altemate Agent. 
(9) Appointment of Ancillary Agent. If at any time my Agent deems it 
necessary or desirable in my Agent1s discretion to appoint one or more Agents to act in 
another jurisdiction under this power of attorney .(such Agent or Agents being hereinafter 
referred to in the aggregate as my "Ancillary Agent11 ) my Agent from time to time and at 
any time may appoint one or more such Ancillary Agents. ln making such appointment 
my Agent may execute and deliver such documents and instruments including Advanced 
Health Care Directives or Powers of Attorney as may be necessary, desirable, convenient 
or proper to effectuate any such ancillary appointment, and my Agent may grant to any 
Ancillary Agent, · some or all of the powers and duties and authorities granted to my 
Agent hereunder, but may not grant to any such Ancillary Agent powers which are 
inconsistent with or different from those powers granted to my Agent hereunder. 
(10) Counterpart Originals. If this instmment has been executed in multiple 
counterpart originals, each such counterpart original shall have equal force and effect. 
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(11) Photocopies. My Agent is authorized to make photocopies of this 
instrument as frequently and in such quantity as my Agent shall deem approptiate. Each 
photocopy shall have the same force and effect as any original. 
(12) Binding Effect. This instrument and actions taken by my Agent properly 
authorized hereunder shall be binding on me, my estate and my personal representative. 
ARTICLE VII 
DECLARATIONS OF THE PRINCif AL 
Introduction. As Principal, I make the following declarations relevant to 
my execution of this Durable Power of Attomey: 
(1) Employment and Asslstance of Attorney. I have employed my 
attomey to prepare this instrument according to my desires and intentions expressed to 
myattomey. 
(2) Principal's Review and Acceptance of the Durable Power of 
Attorney. The provisions that my attorney has included in this instrument, including but 
not limited to those refen·ed to in this Article, were discussed with me by my attorney and . 
I have expressly approved the inclusion of such provisions in this instrument. 
(3) Direction to Interpret Power of Attorney Broadly. It is my 
intention that the authorizations granted herein shall not be limited by any specific grant 
of power made in any other provision of this power of attomey, but that instead, limited 
these authorizations only as described above, shall be given the broadest possible 
construction permitted by law. I also understand that there is always the possibility -0f 
abuse of such a broad delegation of power and I accept that risk. 
(4) Direction to Attorney About Exculpatory Clauses. To induce 
my Agent to serve as my Agent under this instmment, I have directed 1ny attorney to 
include in this instl:ument a provision exculpating my Agent from liability in ce1tain 
instances. 
(5) Legal Advice About Powers of Attomey Generally. My 
attorney has explained to me the purposes of this instrwnent and, in general, both the 
applicable law and the consequences of signing it or not signing it. After being so 
advised, I have executed this document. 
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(6) Acceptance of Risk I have carefully considered the risks 
involved in creating this Durable Power of Attorney, and the altematives to a Durable 
Power of Attorney, as explained to me bymy attomey. I have determined tbat accepting 
such risks offers benefits to me that I desire, and I therefore accept such risks. 
IN WITNESS WHEJillOF, 1 have executed this Durable Power of 
Attorney this 9111 day of March, 2009. 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss. 
WASHINGTON COUNTY ) 
On the 9th day of March, 2009, personally appeared before me ARTHUR 
DONALD WATKINS, who is personally la.1own to me or who has proven to me upon 
.satisfactory evidence to be the same person who -executed the foregoing h1strument, and 
..---·-who duly acknowledged ·before me that he executed~~ 
• 
NOTARY PUBLIC c-=..,~.=c.,Q,.£14-J.~~::....,,..::;_...ic;.:~q....i-"-'""' 
• 
t=~~~J}~~M6"o~~T No 
SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770 
COMMISSION EXPIRES 
APR1tso,a>12 ACCEPTANCE OF APPOINTMENT 
SfATEOFUTAH 
The undersigned hereby accepts her appointment as Agent for ARTHUR 
DONALD WATKINS subject to the terms and provisions of the foregoing DURABLE 
POWER OF ATTORNEY OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS . 
STATEOFUTAH ) 
:ss. 
WASIIINGTON COUNTY ) . 
.. ~ ;b-z4rl~; 
STELLA WATKINS 
Dated: March 9. 2009 
On the 9th day of March, 2009, personally appeared before me STELLA 
WATKINS, who is personally known to me or who has proven to me upon satisfactory 
evidence to be the same person who executed the foregoing instrument, and who duly 
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Attorneys Jor Plainti1f A11:hu.r Don,dd W tl.tkin.~ 
NO. ____ i=iii:'n'J-J-,----
H -A.M. ______ F-IIL~~.::z; 2j = 
OCT O 9 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE RUDZINSKI 
DEPUTY 
IN THE Dl&'TRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRlCT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OP ADA 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, an ) 






BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, hushand and wife, nnd 1he Marital) 
Community composed tJ1erco.f, DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATI<1NS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husb.tmd and wife, a1ld the f\1arit.1l Comn\utlily) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOlJOLAS) 
WATKINS und VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband nnd wife and the Matital Community ) 
composed thel'eoft ) 
) 
Def end ants. ) 
) ----------·----·) 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husbnnd ond wife~ and the mnrital) 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WA TKJNS, husband and wife, and) 
the M11rit.1J Community composed thereo(, ) 
Counte1cloimants, 
vs. 
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STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, pursuant. lo I.R.C.P. 7(d) nnd 56 and J.C.§ 9-1406, d~fares 
as foUows: 
I. 1 was appointed as co11&ervator over Plaintiff Artlmr Donald Watkins C'Don") on 
September 8, 2010 in Ada County Case No. CV IC 1008233. and continue to serve in that 
capacity to this dny. I am an adult of sound mind. 
2. Attached hereto os }~xhib}t A is a tme and con~ct copy of the Resolution and 
Agreement, which I personally executed EIS Don's conseivatoron Septembe1· 21, 2011, on the 
same page that Don also executed fot· himself. Included ue signatm·e pages from the other 
parties to the Resolut:iou and Agreement Pat Saliby, Sharon Wadsworth, and Janet. Thomson. as 
well ns George Wadsworth and Jay Thon1S<m as Co-Tn1stees of the I It1slm11d 's Tmst and 
Exemption Equivnlent Trust. l 1-eQeived these signol\1re pages from tbe 1-espeotive pa11ies.. 
DECLARATION OF STEVEN O. NEmHBORS IN SUPPORT OF 
J>LAINTII:J:i''S MO'J10N FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY .JUDGMENT· 2 
+17(17.()0c)Ult 181)11.1. 
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06'/11/2029 08: 46 FAX 
10-09-13;11:20AM; e. , 
~0004/0005 
# 4/ 5 
I declare uncles· penalty of 11erjnry pursuant to the law of the Sfatc of Idaho that the 
foregolng is true and conect. 
9 /. 
Dale Ge_-r_ _~ /L 
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10-09-13;11 :20AM; e. 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this .9_ day ofOctobe1·, 20IJ, I caused to he setved a tme 
copy ofthefot'egoing <DECLARATION OF s·111VEN G. NEIGH.BORS IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTI.FF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT> by the method indicated 
bolow, and tuldrc:::,,;i;~t lo cuc:h of ti)!.') following: 
William C. Tba1p 
106 E. 4th Street~ 2nd Floot' 
The Dalles, Ot'egon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian a,id Robynlee 
JJ?mkins] 
Edwi.n G. Schil.ler 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CJITD 
P.O. Box21 
N1unpa. ID 83653 
1,Altorncyfor Do11ald /:,'11g(meAritf Katie Walkinsj 
Kevbi E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby 11 
DtNlUS & AssoctArES1 PLLC 
568() E. Fmnklin Rond, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorne.y,/or Arn.Qlt/ Dougltl$ and Virginia Watkins] 
.Ja<:e A. Richard!li 
U-IE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allet\ St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, JD 83642 
[ A.llor11eyfor C'o1t.terva1c,r] 
Caineron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REECB 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84770 
[Allorneysfor P/ainliffeArlhur Do11ald Watkins] 
Steve 
D U.S. Mnil, Postage Pref)flid 
D Haud Delivel'ed 
D Ovetnight Mail 
D E-mail: biUctharp@gmail.com 
~ Telecopy S41-296-6421 
D l.l.S. Mrlil, Postage Prept1id 
D H1md Dc:li\reroo 
D Ovemigbt Mail 
D E-111njJ: ~pl@mindsprinJ.com 
SI Telecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Piepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
0 Ovet'llight Mail 
D E-ma.il; kdinius({i)tliniuslaw .,mm 
IJ Teleoopy 208-475-0101 
n lJ.S. Mail, Postage P,-epaid 
D Ha11d Delivet'Cd 
D Ove1uight Mail 
D E-mail: jrichards@strategic~os.crnu 
(I Teleoopy 208-562-4110 
Ti:t U.S. Man. Post:ige Prepaid 
D Hand Delive1'()(.i 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: cmorby@snowje11se1u:om 
~ Teleoopy 435-628-327S 
DECLARATION OP STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS IN SUPPORT OF 
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RESOLUTION AND AGREEMENT 
THIS RESOLUTION AND AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made effective the 15th day of 
September, 2011, by and among Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"), Steven G. Neighbors, as conservator 
for Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don's Conservator"), Sharon Wadsworth, Janet Thomson, and Pat Saliby, 
(collectively "Secondary Beneficiaries"), and George Wadsworth and Jay Thompson, co-trustees 
(collectively "Trustees") of the Husband's Trust and Exemption Equivalent Trust created by the last will 
and testament of Florence R. Watkins dated August 3, 1987, as amended. For purposes of this 
Agreement, the Trusts may be identified individually by name or, collectively, as the "Trusts"; and Don, 
Don's Conservator, and the Trustees are each referred to as a "Party" and, collectively, the "Parties." 
This Agreement sets forth a complete resolution for any and all conflicts among Don, the Secondary 
Beneficiaries, the Trusts, and the Trustees for any issues prior to the date of this Agreement. This 
Agreement also sets forth the mutual plan for moving forward cooperatively and in accordance with the 
Parties' respective duties. This Agreement is not, however, to be construed as resolving any dispute(s) or 
releasing any claim(s) Don, or the Trusts, have or may have against or with Brian Watkins, Doug 
Watkins, or Gene Watkins. 
1. Husband's Trust. 
a. Assignment of Notes. Upon final execution of this Agreement, the Trustees will assign all 
promissory notes in favor of the Husband's Trust to Don, and all proceeds therefrom will be 
Don's sole property. 
b. Assignment of Claims. Upon final execution of this Agreement, the Trustees will fully assign 
to Don all claims, known or unknown, that the Husband's Trust has or may have against 
Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, and Gene Watkins, and all proceeds therefrom will be Don's 
sole property. The Trustees will be indemnified and held harmless for such assignments per 
Section 5, below. 
c. The Parties agree that the assignment of the Husband's Trust assets under this Section l(a) 
resolves all past issues among Don, Don's estate, the Husband's Trust, the Secondary 
Beneficiaries, and the Trustees, including personally and, with regard to George Wadsworth 
(and any person or entity related to, or under the control of, George Wadsworth), 
professionally, ("Husband's Settlement"). 
2. Exemption Trust. 
a. The Parties agree to resolve all past issues among Don, Don's estate, the Exemption Trust, 
the Secondary Beneficiaries, and the Trustees, including personally and, with regard to 
George Wadsworth ( and any person or entity related to, or under the control of, George 
Wadsworth) professionally, for the sum of $900,000 ("Exemption Settlement"), which shall 
begin to accrue interest on the first (1st) day of the thirteenth (13th) month following final 
execution of this Agreement at the Applicable Federal Rate, Long-Term Annual, for July 
2011, compounded annually. The Parties agree to execute all documents necessary to 
document and secure the Exemption Settlement against Crestview Apartments. In the event 
Don predeceases satisfaction of the Exemption Settlement, then the Exemption Settlement 
will be paid to his estate. 
b. Upon final execution of this Agreement, Don's Conservator will arrange for an appraisal, to 
be used for the options set forth below, of Crestview Apartments as of July 1, 2011 (the 
"Appraisaf'), and the Exemption Trust will reimburse Don for the cost of the Appraisal. 
RESOLUTION AND AGREEMENT - 1 
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c. Exemption Loan. Within 60 days from receipt by Don's Conservator and the Trustees, of the 
Appraisal, the Parties will seek to secure a firm commitment from a lending institution for a 
commercially-reasonable loan in the name of the Exemption Trust and secured by Crestview 
Apartments ("Exemption Loan") that will fully satisfy the Exemption Settlement. If a loan 
is approved by a lending institution for less than the Exemption Settlement ("Reduced 
Loan"), then all the Parties shall mutually agree on (i) the acceptance of the Reduced Loan 
and (ii) subsequent action to satisfy the remainder of the Exemption Settlement. If the Parties 
cannot agree, then the Trustees shall not accept the Reduced Loan and the Parties shall 
proceed in accordance with this Agreement. Don will apply the proceeds to entirely satisfy 
the Zions Bank note currently secured by Access Mini Storage of Nampa and Barritz Court 
Apartments. Any residue from the Exemption Loan proceeds will be used for taxes and/or 
Don's care, at Don's discretion. The Parties agree that the Exemption Loan is the preferred 
method of satisfying the Exemption Settlement. 
d. Substitution of Collateral. Concurrently within the 60-day period for the Exemption Loan, 
the Parties will seek to secure a firm commitment from Zions Bank to substitute Crestview 
Apartments for its current security (Access Mini Storage of Nampa and Barritz Court 
Apartments) ("Zions Substitution"). In the event the Exemption Loan option is not viable, 
but the Zions Substitution is viable, then the Zions Substitution will be executed as soon as is 
practicable, and the Exemption Trust will pay to Don, within one (1) year of the actual 
substitution, the difference between the Exemption Settlement and the Zions Bank note 
balance, including all costs associated therewith, on the date of substitution. 
e. Liquidation. Upon expiration of the 60-day period for the Exemption Loan and Zions 
Substitution options, or earlier if it is fully and finally determined that neither will be a viable 
option, the Trustees will list for sale Crestview Apartments at ten percent (10%) below the 
value determined by the Appraisal ("Liquidation Value"). The Trustees are authorized to 
unilaterally accept any offer up to fifteen percent (15%) below appraised value. All offers 
greater than fifteen percent (15%) below appraised value shall be conveyed to the Secondary 
Beneficiaries and Don (or Don's conservator) for vote, and the Trustees shall act per the 
majority with each of the Secondary Beneficiaries and Don (or Don's conservator) having but 
one (1) vote. If Crestview Apartments is sold, then at closing, or as soon thereafter as is 
practicable, the Exemption Settlement will be distributed to Don. The remaining funds will 
remain in the Exemption Trust. In the event Crestview Apartments is not under contract for 
sale within one ( 1) year from the listing date, and every annual anniversary thereafter that the 
property remains unsold, then Don's Conservator will order a new appraisal, at the 
Exemption Trust's expense, and the listed sales price will be adjusted to reflect ten percent 
(10%) below the new appraised value ("New Liquidation Value"). If the New Liquidation 
Value is less than the Exemption Settlement, the Trustees shall convey title to the entire asset 
to Don or, if Don shall predecease, to Don's estate as full satisfaction of the obligations of the 
Trustees under this Agreement. If the Trustees are able to obtain an Exemption Loan or 
Zions Substitution during the period in which Crestview Apartments is listed for sale, the 
Trustees shall cancel the Crestview Apartments listing and proceed with the Exemption Loan 
or Zion's Substitution. If the sales proceeds from the sale of Crestview Apartments are less 
than the Exemption Settlement, then the entire proceeds from the sale shall be applied to the 
Exemption Settlement as full satisfaction of the obligations of the Trustees under this 
Agreement. 
f. Assignment of Claims. Upon final execution of this Agreement, the Trustees will fully assign 
to Don all claims, known or unknown, that the Exemption Trust may have against Brian 
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Watkins, Doug Watkins, and Gene Watkins, and all proceeds therefrom will be Don's sole 
property. The Trustees will be indemnified and held harmless for such assignments per 
Section 5, below. 
3. Don will not seek to remove the Trustees from either of the Trusts on the grounds of their performing 
this Agreement or any act or omission by the Trustees through the date of this Agreement. 
4. Don will provide to the Trustees and the Secondary Beneficiaries, written confirmation of the 
exercise of his limited power of appointment over the Exemption Trust assets remaining at his death 
in favor of the Secondary Beneficiaries and irrevocable assignment of his right to change that 
appointment to the Secondary Beneficiaries for their respective interest. The appointment and 
assignment under this Section 4 is not contingent on the Parties' success in obtaining the Exemption 
Loan, the Zions Substitution, or the sale of Crestview Apartments. 
5. Upon full satisfaction of all conditions contained in this Agreement, the undersigned fully and finally 
release each other from any claims the undersigned may have against one another or the Trusts, 
including Don's Conservator and his agents, and the undersigned agree that the Exemption Trust will 
indemnify and hold harmless the undersigned in any action by any party based solely on this 
Agreement. In the event the Exemption Trust fails to satisfy its indemnity obligations, Don or his 
estate will assume the obligation to do so, and Don or his estate will have contribution rights against 
the Exemption Trust for all costs and expenses arising out of such defense. The release provisions of 
this Agreement are in no way intended to be construed to release Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, or 
Gene Watkins from any claim, whatever. 
6. Except for any promissory notes or other evidence of indebtedness among or between the Parties, 
whether as makers or holders, which notes or other evidence of indebtedness shall stand on their own 
merits, and except for the obligations created by or arising out of this Agreement, and the documents 
executed in compliance with this Agreement, the Parties each release and discharge the other from 
any and all manner of actions, causes, causes of action, suits, liabilities, debts, dues, sums of money, 
accounts, reckonings, obligations, costs, expenses, bonds, bills, specialties, covenants, controversies, 
agreements, promises, damages, judgments, executions, liens, claims, and demands of whatever 
nature or description, in law or in equity, whether now known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, 
arising out of any action or inaction by the Trustees which either now has, owns, or holds, or at any 
time heretofore owned or held, or could or shall or may hereafter own or hold against the other, upon 
or by reason of any matter, cause or thing, whatsoever, arising prior to the date hereof, which are 
hereby merged into this Agreement and are hereby released in favor of the other to the fullest extent 
permitted by law. The release provisions of this Agreement are in no way intended to be construed to 
release Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, or Gene Watkins from any claim, whatever. 
7. This Agreement resolves only past issues as of the date of this Agreement. The Trusts shall continue 
to operate and function in accordance with their purpose and respective terms. 
8. This Agreement is a result of compromise and shall never at any time for any purpose be considered 
an admission of any fault or liability by virtue of the signatures below. 
9. This Agreement is binding upon each Party, Secondary Beneficiary and their respective heirs, 
executors, administrators, successors, and permitted assigns. 
10. Time is of the essence of this Agreement. 
RESOLUTION AND AGREEMENT - 3 
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11. This Agreement will be governed in all respects by Idaho law as if entirely performed in Idaho and 
without reference to its conflicts of law rules. The courts located in Boise, Idaho, have exclusive 
jurisdiction to adjudicate any dispute in connection with this Agreement, and each of the undersigned 
submit to the exercise of personal jurisdiction by the courts located in Boise, Idaho. 
12. This Agreement encompasses the entire agreement among the undersigned and can be amended only 
by written instrument signed by the Parties and the Secondary Beneficiaries. 
13. Counterpart originals of this Agreement may be executed by the undersigned. A copy of this signed 
Agreement is admissible to the same extent as the original in any subsequent proceeding and has the 
same force and effect as the inked original. Transmission of a signed original by fax will constitute 
delivery of the Agreement. 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND CONSENT OF THE PARTIES 
We, the undersigned, hereby state that we have read the above Resolution and Agreement, 
understand the provisions therein, have been given an opportunity to seek the advice of counsel, and agree 
to the terms and conditions set forth above in their entirety. 
Dated: ____ ,2011 
Dated: , 2011 -----
Dated: 2011 ----~ 
Dated: ____ ,2011 
Dated: 2011 ----~ 
Dated: ____ ,2011 
Dated: 2011 ----~ 
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Steve Neighbors, Conservator for Arthur Donald 
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• Sep 20, 1112:21p Watkins e ~78834949 p.4 
I : . This Agreement wHI be governed in all respects by Idaho law as if entirely performed in Idaho and 
without reference to its conflicts of law rules. The courts located in Boise, Idaho, have exclusive 
jurisdiction to adjudicate any dispute in connection with this Agreement, t1nd c.nc.h of tl1e tmdersigite.d 
submit to the exercise of personal iurisdiction b;y the courts locarcd in Boise, Idaho. 
12. This Agreement encompasses the entire agreeme-nt among the undersigned and can be amr.ndr.d only 
by written instrument signed by the Parties and the Secondary Benefkfaries. 
13. Counterpart originals of this Agreement may be executed by the undersigned. A copy of this signed 
Agreement is admissible to the same extent as the original i11 any subsequent proceeding and has the 
same force and effect as the inked original. Transmission of a signed original by fax will constitute 
delivery of the Agreement. 
ACKNOWLEDG1\-1El\'1 AND CONSENT OF THE PARTIES 
We, the undersigned, hereby state that we have read the above Resolution and Agreement, 
underst.an<l the provisions therein, have been gh,en an opportunity to seek the advice of counsel, and agree 
to the tenns and conditions set forth above in their entirety. 
TRUSTEES 
Dated: -----' 2011 ---------
George Wadswo1th, Co-Trustee 
Dated: , 20ll , ___ _ 
Jay Thomson. Co-Trustee 
Dated: y'-- 2/ _., 20!1 
eighbors, Conservator for Arthur Donald 
l!"rrlDJVIDUALS 
Dated: 1- ;z._o , 2011 ~t?~w~ 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
Dated: , 2011 
Sharon Wadsworth 
Date<!: . 2011 
Janet Tltomson 
Uated: , 2011 
Pat Saliby 
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11. This Agreement will be governed in all respects by Idaho law as if entin:ly performed in Idaho and 
without reference to ils conflicts of law rules. The courts located in Boise, Idaho, have exclusive 
jurisdiction to adjudicate any dispute in connection with this Agruwent, and each of the Wldersigned 
&Ohmit to lhe exc:n:ise of personal jurisdiction by the courts located in Boise, Idaho. 
12. This Agreement encompassts lhe entire agreement among the undersigned and can be amended only 
by written instrument signed by the Parties and the Secondary Beneficiaries. 
13. c.ounterpart originals of this AgRcment may be executed by the undersigned. A oopy of this signed 
Agreement is admissible to the same extent as the original in any subsequent proceeding and bas the 
same force and effect as the inked original. Transmission of a signed original by fax will constitute 
delivery of the Agreement. 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND CONSENT OF THE PARTIES 
We, the undersigned. hcn.lby slate that WC have read the above Resolution and Agmemmt, 
understand dte provisions therein. have been given an opportunity to seek the advice of cooosel, and agree 
to the tams and conditions set forth above in dieir entirety. 
Dated: -------'' 2011 
Dated: ____ ,, 2011 
Dated: ___ _,20ll 
Dated: 2011 
Dated: , 2011 
Dated: 2011 
Dated: 1-lti,I , 201 l 
I ! 
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CONSERVATOR 







11. This Agreement will be governed in all respects by Idaho law as if entirely performed in Idaho and 
without reference to its conflicts of law rules. The courts located in Boise, Idaho, have exclusive 
jurisdiction to adjudicate any dispute in connection with this Agreement, and each of the undersigned 
submit to the exercise of personal jurisdiction by the courts located in Boise, Idaho. 
12. This Agreement encompasses the entire agreement among the undersigned and can be amended only 
by written instrument signed by the Parties and the Secondary Beneficiaries. 
13. Counterpart originals of this Agreement may be executed by the undersigned. A copy of this signed 
Agreement is admissible to the same extent as the original in any subsequent proceeding and has the 
same force and effect as the inked original. Transmission of a signed original by fax will constitute 
delivery of the Agreement. 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND CONSENT OF THE PARTIES 
We. the undersigned, hereby state that we have read the above Resolution and Agreement, 
understand the provisions therein, have been given an opportunity to seek the advice of counsel, and agree 
to the terms and conditions set forth above in their entirety. 
Dated: '1/~o , 2011 Sa • zc::::::::: __ 
Dated: , 2011 
Jay Thomson, Co-Trustee 
CONSERVATOR 
Dated: , 2011 
Steve Neighbors, Conservator for Arthur Donald 
Watkins 
INDIVIDUALS 




Arthur Donald ~s 
J/kturv  
Sharon Wadsworth 
Dated: , 2011 
Janet Thomson 
Dated: , 2011 
Pat Saliby 
RESOLUTION AND AGREEMENT - 4 
000486
11. This Agreement wiJJ be governed in all respects by Idaho law as if entirely perfonned in Idaho and 
without reference to its conflicts of law rules. The courts located in Boise, Idaho, have exclusive 
jurisdiction to adjudicate any dispute in connection with this Agreement, and each of the undersigned 
submit to the exercise of personal jurisdiction by the courts located in Boise, Idaho. 
12. This Agreement encompasses the entire agreement among the undersigned and can be amended only 
by written instrument signed by the Parties and the Secondary Beneficiaries. 
13. Counterpart originals of this Agreement may be executed by the undersigned. A copy of this signed 
Agreement is admissible to the same extent as the original in any subsequent proceeding and has the 
same force and effect as the inked original. Transmission of a signed original by fax will constitute 
delivery of the Agreement. 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND CONSENT OF THE PARTIES 
We, the undersigned, hereby state that we have read the above Resolution and Agreement, 
understand the provisions therein, have been given an opportunity to seek the advice of counsel, and agree 
to the tenns and conditions set forth above in their entirety. 
TRUSTEES 
Dated: -----" 2011 
Dated: ao Sif'T . 2011 
CONSERVATOR 
Dated: 2011 




Arthur Donald Watkins 
Dated: 2011 
Sharon Wadsworth 
Dated: 2011 r1~L Id Thomson 
Dated: 2011 
Pat Saliby 
RESOLUTION AND AOREEMENT-4 
000487
, 
Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
Steve Wieland, ISB No. 8282 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 






Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
e NO. __ ---;un-"H-::~-
A.M. ____ F~1L~~ £/:7:5: 
OCT O 9 2013 
CHRIST(!PHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE RUDZINSKI 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 







BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 





BRIAND. WATKINS andROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital ) 




Case No. CV OC 0921373 
DECLARATION OF STEVEN 
WIELAND IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
DECLARATION OF STEVEN WIELAND IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 















ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 













STEVEN WIELAND, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and LC.§ 9-1406, declares as 
follows: 
1. I am an attorney of record for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don") in the 
above captioned matter. I am an adult of sound mind. 
2. Attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and correct copies of excerpts from 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins' Responses to Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories, dated 
May 16, 2013. This document was served on this office during the course of this litigation. 
I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
Date: ---=---' O-+-/°t.....,../__,_t '3.....-_ ______ _ 
t I 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this !1_ day of October, 2013, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DECLARATION OF STEVEN WIELAND IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT by the method indicated 
below, and addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHID 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
J ace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
Cameron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REECE 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84770 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arthur Donald Watkins] 
Steve 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
$Telecopy 541-296-6421 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
ZI'elecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D 9-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
.0'"Telecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
Jd'Telecopy 208-562-4110 
~U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: cmorby@snowjensen.com 
-Telecopy 435-628-3275 
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Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
ISB Nos. 5974, 7997 
kdinius@diniuslmv.com 
mhanby@diniuslaw.com 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
THE STA TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 













WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital 
Community composed thereof; and ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital 










CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
DEFENDANT ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS' 
RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF'S 
FIRST SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
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! 17. ! Ford SSS loader backhoe I Defendant has 
INTERROGATORY NO. 19: In your Answer, you admit and allege at paragraph 138 that 
"Defendant Doug Watkins executed a Real Estate Contract, of which he never received a copy," 
deny paragraph I 30 of the Amended Complaint that "Brian had custody of the doctunents 
evidencing the Children's Notes executed in coIU1ection with their purchase of the Nursing 
Home." Describe each and every fact upon which you base your admission, allegation, denial 
and identify each Person you believe had or has custody of the referenced documents. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19: Subject to, and without waiving the General 
Objections stated above, as stated in Defendants' Answer to the Amended Complaint, 
Defendants are without sufficient infonnation or knowledge to either admit or deny the 
allegations contained in Paragraphs 130 and 138. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 20: You deny paragraphs 140, 141, and 142 of the Amended 
Complaint, which provide, respectively and in part: 
Doug is in default of Doug's Note and, as of December I, 2009, the total sum 
owed thereunder was $205,260.06, plus interest, attomey's fees, and costs. 
Interest has continued to accrue since December I, 2009. 
Doug has not made a payment under Doug's Note to Plaintiff since April 2009. 
Doug has failed and refused to pay Plaintiff the amounts due and owing under 
Doug's Note. 
Describe each and every fact upon which you base your denials and include a detailed 
description of the amounts you believe you and/or Virginia owe to Plaintiff (and the specific 
obligor thereunder) for your and/or Virginia's interest in the Nursing Home, irrespective of any 
claimed setoff, and state when the payments underlying your calculated amount became due. 
Include a full and complete accounting of your and/or Virginia's perfom1ance or non-
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performance of the payment contract, specifically identifying each and every payment you 
and/or Virginia have made pursuant to the contract since its creation and the payer(s), payee(s), 
date(s), amount(s), and financial account(s) related in any way to each payment. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20: Subject to, and without waiving the General 
Objections stated above, although Defendant t1ied to keep up with his payments, due to the fact 
that Plaintiff breached the Compensation Agreement and refused to pay Defendant, Defendant 
was unable to continue making payments. Defendant stopped making payments on "Doug's 
Note" in July 2010 and the Husband's Trust in February 2012. Please see emails from Defendant 
to Sharon Wadsworth. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 21: In denying that "Doug has failed and refused to pay Plaintiff the 
amounts due and owing under Doug's Note" in paragraph 142 of your Answer, you allege that 
"due to Plaintiff's failure to pay Doug sums Plaintiff agreed to pay, Defendants have been unable 
to make payments under "Doug's Note." Describe each and every fact upon which you base your 
allegations, including a detailed explanation of how you determined such inability to perfonn. 
Include in your response a detailed description of your and Virginia's entire estate, including, 
without limitation, all Assets, liabilities of every kind and nature, and sources of income. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21: Subject to, and without waiving the General 
Objections stated above, please see Answer to Interrogatory No. 20. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Describe each and every fact upon which you base each and every 
one of the eleven Affirmative Defenses in your Answer. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Subject to, and without waiving the General 
Objections stated above, Defendant states that he has raised certain defenses to preserve his right 
to assert such defenses pending the outcome of his investigation during the course of discovery. 
Defendant refers Plaintiff to the documents and information produced by each of the parties in 
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DENISE MCCLURE, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and I.C. § 9-1406, declares as 
follows: 
1. I have been retained by Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP to represent the 
interests of Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"). I have an M.B.A. from Indiana University, I am a 
Certified Public Accountant, a Certified Fraud Examiner, and the President of A verti Solutions, 
LLC in Boise, Idaho. I have over twenty years of experience as an accountant. 
2. I am an adult and I am of sound mind. 
3. My professional area of expertise involves performing analyses of complex 
business transactions, investigating allegations of fraud and embezzlement, and related fields. 
4. In preparing to make this Declaration, I personally reviewed and analyzed the 
following materials. Certified fraud examiners can reasonably rely on these below-listed types 
of materials to determine amounts due under agreements for the payment of money. 
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a) The various Real Estate Contracts that Don, his late wife Florence 
Watkins, and Florence's successor, the Husband's Trust, entered into with Defendants 
Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene"), Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug"), and Brian D. 
Watkins ("Brian"), along with the amendments thereto, relating to the sale of a nursing 
home in Seattle Washington to Don's children. These documents are attached as Exhibits 
A through I to the Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment ("Don MSJ Declaration"). 
b) Bank statements and canceled checks for the following accounts, which I 
received from Conservator Steve Neighbors and/or his attorney Jace Richards, after the 
records were obtained during discovery: 
• Zions Bank account ending in 4324 in Brian's, Don's, and George 
Wadsworth's name; 
• Wells Fargo account ending in 4170 in the name of some of Don's 
businesses; 
• Husband's Trust bank statements from U.S. Bank, Mountain West 
Bank, and Wells Fargo; 
• USB accounts ending in 0808, 3371, and 1330; 
• Farmers & Merchants account ending in 1109; 
• Wells Fargo account ending in 6154; and 
• Bank accounts listed in Schedule A of my Expert Witness Report, 
dated March 26, 2013, and attached as Exhibit A to the Affidavit 
of Denise McClure in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Leave to 
Submit Additional Interrogatories to Defendant Brian D. Watkins. 





c) Amortization schedules, which I received from Conservator Steve 
Neighbors and/or his attorney Jace Richards, after the records were obtained during 
discovery from Brian and from Sharon Wads worth. 
d) Relevant portions of Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins' Responses to 
Plaintiff's First Set of Interrogatories, dated May 16, 2013, and attached as Exhibit A to 
the Declaration of Steven Wieland in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment. 
e) Electronic accounting records, which I received from Conservator Steve 
Neighbors and/or his attorney Jace Richards, after the records were obtained during 
discovery from Brian. 
5. I also have personally interviewed Sharon Wadsworth, an accounting bookkeeper, 
and George Wadsworth, a Certified Public Accountant, both of the firm Crandall, Swenson, 
Gleason & Wadsworth Chtd., and both of whom have been directly involved in preparing taxes 
for Don and managing his business affairs since 2009. 
6. After reviewing the above materials, I conclude that Doug defaulted on his 
obligations under the Real Estate Contract Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common, (Don 
MSJ Deel. Ex. A), as amended by the Amendment to Real Estate Contract, (Id. Ex. B), and as 
amended by the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, (Id. Ex. C). Collectively, I will refer 
to these documents as the "Doug Nursing Home Contract." 
7. On August 1, 2010, a payment came due under the Doug Nursing Home Contract. 
On August 2, 2010, Doug went into default on the Doug Nursing Home Contract by failing to 
pay the amount due. As of August 2, 2010, $872,776.64 became immediately due and owing. In 
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addition, the amounts due and owing under the Doug Nursing Home Contract have been 
accruing interest at the default rate of 1.5%, compounded monthly. As of September 30, 2013, 
$1,536,783.60 was due and owing after accounting for payments made after the default date. 
8. After reviewing the above materials, I conclude that Brian defaulted on his 
obligations under the Real Estate Contract Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common, (Don 
MSJ Deel. Ex. D), as amended by the Amendment to Real Estate Contract, (Id. Ex. E), and as 
amended by the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, (Id. Ex. F). Collectively, I will refer 
to these documents as the "Brian Nursing Home Contract." 
9. On May 1, 2009, a payment came due under the Brian Nursing Home Contract. 
On May 2, 2009, Brian went into default on the Brian Nursing Home Contract by failing to pay 
the amount due. As of May 2, 2009, $803,493.70 became immediately due and owing. In 
addition, the amounts due and owing under the Brian Nursing Home Contract have been 
accruing interest at the default rate of 1.5%, compounded monthly. As of September 30, 2013, 
$1,762,241.49 was due and owing after accounting for payments made after the default date. 
10. After reviewing the above materials, I conclude that Gene defaulted on his 
obligations under the Real Estate Contract Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common, (Don 
MSJ Deel. Ex. G), as amended by the Amendment to Real Estate Contract, (Id. Ex. H), and as 
amended by the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, (Id. Ex. I). Collectively, I will refer 
to these documents as the "Gene Nursing Home Contract." 
11. On September 1, 2009, a payment came due under the Gene Nursing Home 
Contract. On September 2, 2009, Gene went into default on the Gene Nursing Home Contract 
by failing to pay the amount due. As of September 2, 2009, $768,159.70 became immediately 




due and owing. In addition, the amounts due and owing under the Gene Nursing Home Contract 
have been accruing interest at the default rate of 1.5%, compounded monthly. As of September 
30, 2013, $1,593,263.43 was due and owing after accounting for payments made after the default 
date. 
12. I reserve the right to supplement this Declaration and adjust my conclusions 
contained herein as additional materials become available for my review. 
I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
i i -7) ~n ~-z= 1 
i Date: 1019/13 i i 
l ! Denise McClure ! 1------------------------------------------------------------------------------.I------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this C, day of October, 2013, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DECLARATION oifnENISE MCCLURE IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT by the method indicated below, and addressed to 
each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
Cameron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REECE 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84770 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arthur Donald Watkins] 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
~Telecopy 541-296-6421 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
$Telecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
$'Telecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
fe Telecopy 208-562-4110 
[2( U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
tJ Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: cmorby@snowjensen.com 
~ Telecopy 435-628-3275 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"), by and through his counsel of record, Hawley 
Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
I. INTRODUCTION 
This Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Motion") asks the Court to resolve two 
discrete issues in this otherwise complex lawsuit between Don and his three sons, Defendant 
Brian D. Watkins ("Brian"), Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug"), and Donald Eugene Watkins 
("Gene"). First, the Court should declare void a series of agreements that Brian executed on 
Don's behalf in 2009 while Brian had a general power of attorney to act for Don. Don never 
authorized Brian to sign any of those agreements. Second, the Court should grant summary 




judgment in Don's favor on Counts X, XI, and XII, which contain claims for breach of contract 
against Brian, Doug, and Gene, respectively. Don is entitled to recover amounts due and owing 
under three agreements in which the three sons promised to make monthly payments for interests 
they purchased in a Seattle nursing home. 
II. BACKGROUND 
A. General Background 
Don had six children with his wife, Florence Watkins, including Gene, Doug, and Brian. 
(Don Aff. in Supp. Partial Summ. J. ("Don MSJ Deel.") 12.) Florence passed away in 1988. 
(Don MSJ Decl.14; Brian Answer 15; Doug Answer 110.) Her will created a trust, the 
"Husband's Trust," of which Don is and always has been the primary beneficiary. (Don MSJ 
Decl.14; Brian Answer 15.) 
On October 24, 2000, Don executed a General Power of Attorney ("General POA'') 
naming Brian his general agent with authority to manage his business and personal affairs. (Don 
MSJ Deel. Ex. J.) Don revoked the General POA on March 9, 2009, and notified his children 
shortly thereafter. (Don MSJ Decl.124 and Ex. P.) It has since come to light that, during 
Brian's tenure as Don's agent, at least $4.3 million of Don's $5.5 million disappeared, and that 
Brian funneled much of it to himself, his siblings, and his siblings' spouses through one of Don's 
businesses. (Aff. of Denise McClure in Supp. Mot. for Add'l Interrogs., Ex. A, at 3.) Don filed 
this lawsuit against Brian, Doug, and Gene, as well as their spouses, seeking compensation for 
what was stolen from him and filed an Amended Complaint on February 10, 2012. 




B. Sale of the Nursing Home 
In 1984, Don and Florence owned a nursing home in Seattle, Washington, now known as 
the Washington Care Center. (Id. 'J[ 3.) In August 1984, they sold 78% of their undivided 
interests to their 6 children in even shares of 13% each, and sold the other 22% to third parties. 
(Id.; Brian Answer'][ 20.) In exchange for title to their respective interests, Brian, Doug, and 
Gene executed sales contracts in favor of Don and Florence, promising to pay a $611,000 
purchase price in monthly installments. (Don MSJ Deel. Exs. A, D, G.) These installment sales 
contracts were each amended twice, both times to reduce the amount of the monthly payments 
but not to otherwise change the terms of the installment agreements. (Don MSJ Deel. Exs. B, C, 
E, F, H, I.) Collectively, the nursing home sales agreements, as amended, are referred to as the 
"Nursing Home Contracts." 
After Florence died in 1988, her one-half separate interest in the Nursing Home Contracts 
transferred to the Husband's Trust. (Don MSJ Deel. 'J[ 4.) Now, Brian, Doug, and Gene all are in 
default of the Nursing Home Contracts. (McClure Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. 
("McClure MSJ Deel.") 'J['J[ 6-11.) In September 2011, Don personally obtained the right to 
enforce the Husband's Trust claims against Brian, Doug, and Gene in return for releasing his 
claims against the Husband's Trust and its trustees for actions preceding the 2011 settlement 
agreement. (Neighbors Aff. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. A 'J[ 1.b.) Don has brought this 
motion seeking to collect amounts due and owing under the Nursing Home Contracts. 
C. Compensation and Settlement Agreements 
On March 2, 2009, only a week before Don revoked his General POA, Brian executed, 
purportedly on Don's behalf, the five separate documents listed below: 





• Settlement and Release Agreement in favor of himself, (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. K); 
• Compensation Agreement in favor of himself, (Id. Ex. L); 
• Compensation Agreement in favor of Doug, (Id. Ex. M); 
• Compensation Agreement in favor of Robynlee Watkins, Brian's wife (Id. Ex. N); 
and 
• Compensation Agreement in favor of Gene (Id. Ex. 0). 
Every one of these above-listed agreements ("Payment Agreements") purports to require Don 
to pay the obligee $3000 per month for life, then for the recipient's spouse's life, even after Don 
has passed away. The Settlement and Release Agreement states that it is compensation for an 
injury Brian supposedly suffered in 1988. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. K 11 A, B.) The Compensation 
Agreements ostensibly are consideration for "a lifetime of work" that each payee had 
purportedly provided and intended for the payments to be "a retirement benefit." (Don MSJ 
Deel. Exs. L, at 1; M, at 1; N, at 1; 0, at 1.) 
Don told Brian that he would only pay his children so long as they worked for him. (Id. 1 
20.) Accordingly, Don did not authorize Brian to execute any of the Payment Agreements 
binding Don to a permanent monthly payment schedule, nor did he ratify them after the fact. (Id. 
120-21.) In fact, the first Don heard of the Payment Agreements was during discovery in this 
lawsuit. (Id. 122.) In this Motion, Don asks the Court to set aside these unauthorized Payment 
Agreements. 
III. GOVERNING STANDARD 
Summary judgment "shall be rendered forthwith if the pleadings, depositions, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law." I.R.C.P. 




56(c). "A disputed fact will not be deemed 'material' for summary judgment purposes unless it 
relates to an issue disclosed by the pleadings." Matthews v. Jones, 147 Idaho 224,227,207 P.3d 
200, 203 (Ct. App. 2009). 
IV. ARGUMENT 
A. Brian, Doug, and Gene Have Breached the Nursing Home Contracts and Have 
Damaged Don 
The Court should apply the plain, unambiguous terms of the Nursing Home Contracts 
and hold that Brian, Doug, and Gene are in default and currently owe Don the amounts they have 
failed to pay. The Court should therefore grant summary judgment to Don on Count X (Breach 
of Contract Against Brian), Count XI (Breach of Contract Against Doug), and Count XII (Breach 
of Contract Against Gene). 
1. Applicable Law 
By their terms, the Nursing Home Contracts are subject to Washington law. (Don MSJ 
Deel. Ex. A <J[ 19; Ex. D <J[ 19; Ex. G <J[ 19.) However, the elements of a breach-of-contract claim 
are virtually indistinguishable in Idaho and Washington. In Washington, the plaintiff "must 
establish the existence of a valid and enforceable contract, the rights of the plaintiff and 
obligations of the defendant under the contract, violation of the contract by the defendant, and 
damages to the plaintiff." Citoli v. City of Seattle, 61 P.3d 1165, 1174 (Wash. Ct. App. 2002). 
In Idaho, the party asserting a breach of contract claim must plead and prove: 1) the existence of 
a valid contract; 2) the defendant's breach of that contract; 3) that the breach caused damages; 
and 4) the amount of those damages. Mossell Equities, LLC v. Berryhill & Co., --- Idaho ---, 297 
P. 3d 232, 241 (2013). 




There also appears to be little difference between how Washington courts and Idaho 
courts read written agreements. Washington courts "attempt to determine the parties' intent by 
focusing on the objective manifestations of the agreement, rather than on the unexpressed 
subjective intent of the parties." Hearst Commc'ns, Inc. v. Seattle Times, 115 P.3d 262, 267 
(Wash. 2005). "Words in a contract are given their ordinary, usual, and popular meaning, absent 
indication of any contrary intent or use of technical terms." Wash. State Major League Baseball 
Stadium Pub. Facilities Dist. v. Huber, Hunt & Nichols-Kiewit Constr. Co., 296 P.3d 821, 825 
(Wash. 2013). Likewise, Idaho courts generally interpret and construe contracts to give effect to 
the real intention of the parties. Ross v. Dorsey, --- Idaho---, 303 P. 3d 195, 199 (2013) (quoting 
Benninger v. Derifield, 142 Idaho 486,489, 129 P.3d 1235, 1238 (2006)). In interpreting an 
unambiguous contract, a court should construe the agreement by giving the terms their plain, 
ordinary and proper sense, according to the meaning derived from the plain wording of the 
document. Ross, 303 P. 3d at 199 (quoting C & G, Inc. v. Rule, 135 Idaho 763, 765 (2001)). 
In light of the governing law, there is no legitimate question that Brian, Gene, and Doug 
are in breach of the Nursing Home Contracts. 
2. The Nursing Home Contracts Require Monthly Payments from Brian, Gene, and 
Doug and Impose Penalties for Default 
The Nursing Home Contracts are all substantially identical with regard to Brian, Doug, 
and Gene, each of whom are "Purchasers" as defined in the respective agreements. (Don MSJ 
Deel. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 1, Ex. D, at 1, Ex. G, at 1.) Beginning on October 1, 1984, the 
Nursing Home Contracts required the three men each to pay $5,590.00 per month on the first of 
each month until the $611,000.00 purchase price is paid down with interest computed at 9% per 
year, compounded monthly. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A 13, Ex. D 'J[ 3, Ex. G 13.) The Nursing 




Home Contracts were twice amended to reduce the monthly payment amount, but the 
amendments did not alter any other material terms in the Nursing Home Contracts. (Don MSJ 
Deel. Ex. B, at 2; Ex. C, at 2; Ex. E, at 2; Ex. F, at 2; Ex. H, at 2; Ex. I, at 2.) The second 
amendments lowered the monthly payment on the remaining unpaid principal and accrued 
interest to $1,645.00 for Brian, Doug, and Gene, commencing with the payment due on January 
1, 1999. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. C, at 2; Ex. F, at 2; Ex. I, at 2.) Don does not contend that Brian, 
Doug, or Gene defaulted on the Nursing Home Contracts prior to 1999. 
The Nursing Home Contracts contain a number of provisions protecting Don in case of 
1 
default. First, the duty to make payments is unqualified: 
The obligation of the Purchaser to make payments under this Contract is absolute 
and unconditional, irrespective of the existence at any time of any claim, set-off, 
counterclaim, proceeding, dispute or or other matter involving a claim, or alleged 
claim, by the Purchaser against the Seller whether under this Contract or 
otherwise. 
(Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A 1[ 4; Ex. D 1[ 4; Ex. G 1[ 4.) The only exception is if Don has failed to pay 
the underlying mortgage. (Id.) 
Second, the Nursing Home Contracts impose a late fee on all payments that are more than 
five days late. (Id. Ex. A 1[ 6; Ex. D 1[ 6; Ex. G 1[ 6.) The penalty is equivalent to 2% of the 
payment amount. (Id.) 
1 Don acknowledges that the Nursing Home Contracts included Florence, and then the Husband's Trust, 
as payees. However, as explained above, the Husband's Trust assigned its rights against Brian, Doug, 
and Gene under the Nursing Home Contracts to Don as part of a 2011 settlement agreement. (Neighbors 
Aff. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. A 'I[ 1.b.) This memorandum refers to Don as the sole obligee for 
the sake of simplicity. 




Third, the Nursing Home Contracts clearly define when a purchaser is in default and 
what happens as a consequence: 
23. Default by Purchaser: It is agreed that in the event the Purchaser shall 
fail to comply with or perform any condition or agreement hereof or to make any 
payment required hereunder promptly at the time and in the manner required or in 
the event the Purchaser shall in any way be in default hereunder, seller may 
without further demand or notice declare all amounts due hereunder or otherwise 
and pursuant to this Contract immediately due and payable so as to effect a true 
acceleration of the entire balance of the unpaid obligation secured hereby. 
Thereafter the entire balance of the indebtedness to the Seller shall be 
immediately due and owing and shall draw default interest at the rate of one and 
one-half percent ( 1 Y2%) per month, compounded monthly, on the balance 
remaining .... 
(Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A <J[ 23; Ex. D <J[ 23; Ex. G <J[ 23.) In short, Don can accelerate the relevant 
Nursing Home Contracts if Brian, Doug, or Gene fail to promptly make a payment, and he can 
do so without notice. Upon accelerating a Nursing Home Contract, Don is entitled to collect 
1.5% interest on the unpaid amount, compounded monthly. (Id.) 
3. Doug Is in Default of the Nursing Home Contract and Don Has Suffered Damage 
as a Result 
On August 1, 2010, a full payment came due under Doug's Nursing Home Contract, but 
he failed to pay that amount in full. (McClure MSJ Deel. <J[<J[ 7-8.) Doug himself conceded that 
2 
he stopped making full payments in July 2010. (Wieland Deel. Ex. A, Interrog. No. 20.) 
2 In Answer to Interrogatory No. 20, Doug seems to suggest that he owes separate obligations to Don and 
to the Husband's Trust under the Nursing Home Contracts, stating that he "stopped making payments on 
'Doug's Note' in July 2010 and the Husband's Trust in February 2012." (Wieland Deel. Ex. A, lnterrog. 
No. 20.) Doug's Nursing Home Contract, however, defines both Don and Florence collectively as the 
"Seller," and requires that "[a]ll payments made on the balance of the purchase price ... shall be made 
payable to Seller." (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A 'l[ 6.) Nowhere else does the agreement suggest that Doug can 
pay less than the full amount due each month. 




Since Doug failed to pay the full required amount, he was in default and Don was 
empowered to accelerate the entire amount owing under the agreement without notice. (McClure 
MSJ Decl. '][ 8.) Therefore, as of August 2, 2010, the entire obligation of $872,776.64 came due 
immediately and has been accruing interest at 1.5% per month, or 18% per year, compounded 
monthly. (Id.) As of September 30, 2013, the amount due and owing under Doug's Nursing 
Home Contract was $1,536,783.60. (Id.) Don is entitled to summary judgment for this amount 
plus the default rate of interest. 
4. Brian Is in Default of the Nursing Home Contract and Don Has Suffered Damage 
as a Result 
On May 1, 2009, a full payment came due under Brian's Nursing Home Contract, but he 
failed to pay that amount in full. (McClure MSJ Decl. ']['][ 8-9.) Since Brian failed to pay the full 
required amount, he was in default and Don was empowered to accelerate the entire amount 
owing under the agreement without notice. (Id.) Therefore, as of May 2, 2009, the entire 
obligation of $803,493.70 came due immediately and has been accruing interest at 1.5% per 
month, or 18% per year, compounded monthly. (/d. '][ 9.) As of September 30, 2013, the amount 
due and owing under Brian's Nursing Home Contract was $1,762,241.49. (Id.) Don is entitled 
to summary judgment for this amount plus the default rate of interest. 
5. Gene ls In Default of the Nursing Home Contract and Don Has Suffered Damage 
as a Result 
On September 1, 2009, a full payment came due under Gene's Nursing Home Contract, 
but he failed to pay that amount in full. (McClure MSJ Deel. <J[<J[ 10-11.) Since Gene failed to 
pay the full required amount, he was in default and Don was empowered to accelerate the entire 
amount owing under the agreement without notice. (Id.) Therefore, as of September 2, 2009, 
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the entire obligation of $768,159.70 came due immediately and has been accruing interest at 
1.5% per month, or 18% per year, compounded monthly. (ld. j 9.) As of September 30, 2013, 
the amount due and owing under Gene Nursing Home Contract was $1,593,263.43. (Id.) Don is 
entitled to summary judgment for this amount plus the default rate of interest. 
B. The Court Should Invalidate the Payment Agreements Because They Were 
Unauthorized 
The Payment Agreements are all invalid under basic Idaho power of attorney and agency 
law because Don, the principal, did not authorize Brian, the agent, to execute the agreements on 
Don's behalf. 
Idaho law applies to the General POA according to its choice-of-law provision. (Don 
MSJ Deel. Ex. J 17.00); see also LC.§ 15-17-107 ("The meaning and effect of a power of 
attorney is determined by the law of the jurisdiction indicated in the power of attorney .... "). 
An agent acting under a power of attorney has the same fiduciary duties of loyalty toward 
the principal as any other agent. Regardless of what the power of attorney instrument says, the 
agent must: 
(a) Act in accordance with the principal's reasonable expectations to the 
extent actually known by the agent and, otherwise, in the principal's best 
interest; 
(b) Act in good faith; and 
(c) Act only within the scope of authority granted in the power of attorney. 
LC.§ 15-12-114(1); see also id. official cmt. (stating that the above fiduciary duties cannot be 
altered in the power of attorney instrument). These statutory duties are "supplemented by 
common law, including the common law of agency . . . . The common law of agency is 
articulated in the Restatement of Agency and includes contemporary and evolving rules of 
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decision developed by the courts." I.C. § 15-12-121 official cmt. Naturally, where the statute 
varies the common law, the statute controls. I.C. § 15-12-121. 
The statue, by requiring agents to act "in accordance with the principal' s reasonable 
expectations to the extent actually known by the agent," mirrors the common-law requirement 
that agents act only within the scope of actual authority. Actual authority can be either express 
or implied. Huyett v. Idaho State Univ., 140 Idaho 904,908, 104 P.3d 946, 950 (2004). 
"Express authority occurs when a principal explicitly authorizes an agent to act on the principal's 
behalf." Id. In other words, express authority exists "when, at the time of taking action that has 
legal consequences for the principal, the agent reasonably believes, in accordance with the 
principal's manifestations to the agent, that the principal wishes the agent so to act." Restatement 
(Third) of Agency, § 8.09 cmt. b. Implied authority, by extension, only "derives from those 
actions necessary to accomplish an act expressly authorized." Huyett, 140 Idaho at 908, 104 
P.3d at 950. 
Here, Don never expressly authorized Brian to enter the Payment Agreements, nor did 
Don ever suggest to Brian that he wished to be bound to pay Brian, Gene, Doug, or Robynlee 
every month for the rest of their and their spouses' lives. (Don MSJ Decl. '1[ 21.) On the 
contrary, Don indicated to Brian that he would pay his sons and Robynlee only for so long as 
they worked for him. (Id. '1[ 20.) Don did not ask Brian to do anything that, by implication, 
would require Brian to execute the Payment Agreements on Don's behalf. (Id. <fl[ 20-21.) Don, 
in fact, did not even know about the Payment Agreements until litigation began in this lawsuit. 
(Id. <J[ 22.) Brian admits he did not tell Don about Brian's and Robynlee's Compensation 
Agreements. (Brian Countercl. at 20.) 
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Because Brian had no actual authority, the Payment Agreements are all voidable at Don's 
election. See Clark v. Gneiting, 95 Idaho 10, 12, 501 P.2d 278, 280 (1972) (stating that the 
principal can choose to ratify unauthorized acts). Don also has not ratified the Payment 
Agreements. (Don MSJ Deel. <J[<J[ 20-22.) The Court should therefore grant summary judgment 
to Don on Count N of the Amended Complaint. 
V. CONCLUSION 
Doug, Brian, and Gene have all breached the Nursing Home Contracts by failing to pay 
the agreed-upon amounts when due and consequently are in default. The Court should grant 
summary judgment on Counts X, XI, and XII, and permit Don to collect amounts due under 
those agreements. In addition, Don did not grant authority to Brian to enter into the Payment 
Agreements, and they are therefore void. The Court should also therefore grant summary 
judgment on Count N. 
DATED THIS __ day of October, 2013. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Steve Wieland, ISB No. 8282 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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BRIAN D. WATKINS AND ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Comm.unity composed) 
thereof; DONALD EUGENE WATKINS) 
and KATIE WATKINS, husband and) 
wife, and the Marital ) 
Comm.unity composed thereof; ) 
and ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and) 
wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof, ) 
) 
Defendants. ) ________________ ) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
JOINDER OF SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Comes now the above named Defendants, DONALD EUGENE 
WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS, by and through their attorney of record, 
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EDWIN G. SCHILLER, and join in the Summary Judgment with 
Defendants, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS. 
DATED this _!ij_ day of October, 2013. 
=~I~&~TERE 
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WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
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WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 
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BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital ) 
community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 













ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 















Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don" or "Plaintiff'), by and 
through his counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this 
Motion and Memorandum in Support of Motion to Strike and Disregard Certain Testimony of 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins in their Affidavits In Support of Defendants' 
Motion for Summary Judgment, dated September 19, 2013. The purported evidence identified 
below is inadmissible under Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56(e), certain Idaho Rules of 
Evidence ("I.R.E."), and other governing law. Therefore, the Court should make a preliminary 
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determination on whether the foundational and evidentiary requirements have been satisfied and 
rule on the Plaintiffs Motion to Strike and Disregard before the Court considers Defendants' 
Motion for Summary Judgment. The Court should disregard the inadmissible statements of 
Arthur Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins and the related arguments contained in 
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment. 
II. RELEVANT PLEADINGS 
Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint alleges, in relevant part, that Defendant Arthur 
Douglas Watkins ("Doug") is the son of Plaintiff, (<j[ 7.) and that Plaintiff employed Doug in 
Plaintiff's businesses and agreed to compensate Doug for services so long as he was actually 
employed by Plaintiff or his businesses. (<j[ 25.) 
Plaintiff alleges that he owned certain land in Meridian, Idaho, referred to as the Locust 
Grove Property that was conveyed by Plaintiffs son, Defendant Brian Dale Watkins ("Brian"), 
under the Power of Attorney (defined below), from Plaintiff to A.D.W. LLC; that 96% of the 
A.D.W., LLC membership units were conveyed to Plaintiff's six children in equal shares; that 
Brian caused A.D.W., LLC to sell the Locust Grove Property in August 2006 and distributed the 
proceeds to Brian and his siblings; and that Brian and Doug, without the knowledge or consent 
of Plaintiff, retained personal benefits in the form of options or similar rights in the Locust Grove 
Property. (ff 34-36.) 
Plaintiff alleges that he is the sole primary beneficiary of the Exemption Trust and 
Husband's Trust created by the last will and testament of his late wife, Florence R. Watkins 
(collectively, "Trusts"); and that on information and belief, Doug and his brother, Defendant 
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Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene"), misappropriated funds from the Trust and Plaintiff's personal 
accounts, which funds have not been returned to Plaintiff or the Trusts. (1110, and 42.) 
Plaintiff alleges, on information and belief, that Brian sold Simco Land & Livestock, Inc., 
a business owned by Plaintiff, for approximately $238,000, and then distributed approximately 
$20,000 each to himself, Gene, and Doug, and other sums to other persons. 
Plaintiff alleges that on or about October 24, 2000, Plaintiff executed a General Power of 
Attorney appointing his son, Brian, as Plaintiffs attorney-in-fact and agent ("Power of 
Attorney"); that on or about March 2, 2009, approximately one week before Plaintiff revoked 
the Power of Attorney, Brian, using the Power of Attorney, executed a document entitled 
"Compensation Agreement" in favor of Doug and purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff 
("Compensation Agreement"); that the Compensation Agreement purports to obligate Plaintiff 
to pay to Doug the sum of $3,000 per month, for life, "in consideration of the lifetime of work" 
Doug performed for Plaintiff and because Doug was "solely employed" by Plaintiff "for a 
number of years without the benefit of a qualified retirement program;" that upon Doug's death, 
the Compensation Agreement purports to obligate Plaintiff to make the monthly $3,000 payment 
to Doug's wife, Defendant Virginia Watkins ("Virginia"), for her life; and that the payment 
obligation purports to become a debt of Plaintiff's estate if Plaintiff predeceases Doug and is to 
be adjusted for inflation. (1117, 54.) 
Plaintiff alleges that Plaintiff agreed to compensate Doug $1,000 per month so long as 
Doug performed necessary work for Plaintiff; that Plaintiff was led to believe by Doug and/or 
Brian that Doug's compensation would cease following sale of Plaintiff's ranch, DBarW, which 
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was in 2006; and that, on information and belief, Brian continued to pay Doug after 2006, in fact 
paying Doug more than he received before the sale of the ranch. (<J[ 57) 
Under the Fourth Cause of Action in which Plaintiff seeks rescission of the 
Compensation Agreement, Plaintiff alleges that he maintained a relationship of trust and 
confidence with his sons, Brian, Gene, and Doug, whereby Plaintiff believed that Brian, Gene, 
and Doug would not act inconsistently with Plaintiff's welfare; that Brian, Gene, and Doug 
abused this relationship by exercising unfair persuasion and undue influence over Plaintiff; and 
that, on information and belief, Doug knew or had reason to believe that the Compensation 
Agreement was being executed by Brian outside the scope of the Power of Attorney, against 
Plaintiffs interest, and without Plaintiffs knowledge or against his wishes. (fJ[ 86, 87, and 89.) 
Under the Fifth Cause of Action for Fraud/Deceit against Brian, Gene, and Doug, 
Plaintiff alleges that Doug represented to Plaintiff that he was employed by Plaintiff in his 
businesses and for his benefit when, in fact, he was no longer employed by Plaintiff; and, on 
information and belief, Doug submitted fabricated invoices to Brian for services never rendered, 
which Brian paid; that Doug knew that his representations to Plaintiff were false at the time such 
representations were made to Plaintiff; that Doug conspired with Brian to misrepresent Plaintiff's 
financial affairs to Plaintiff for their own financial benefit and gain; and that Plaintiff justifiably 
relied, to his detriment, on representations by Doug and as a result of Doug's fraudulent 
statements, Plaintiff was damaged in an amount to be proven at trial. (<JrJ[ 100 - 103.) Plaintiff 
also alleged that he maintained a relationship of trust with his sons, including Doug, and they had 
a duty to disclose to Plaintiff that his financial affairs were not as his sons represented. (<J[ 104.) 
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Under the Sixth Cause of Action, Plaintiff seeks a constructive trust against all 
Defendants. Plaintiff alleges that all Defendants have received money and other assets that were 
wrongly taken from the Trusts with knowledge that the property was wrongfully taken from the 
Trusts; that none of the Defendants were bona fide purchasers in good faith of the assets they 
received from the Trusts; that each Defendant has received and/or is currently in possession of 
money and/or other assets that belong to Plaintiff, were acquired through fraud, mistake, or other 
means ex maleficio; and that it would be unjust for Defendants to retain Plaintiffs property 
under these circumstances. (ff 108 - 111.) 
Under the Seventh Cause of Action, Plaintiff alleges unjust enrichment against all 
Defendants. Plaintiff alleges that each Defendant has received property that rightfully belongs to 
Plaintiff and has enjoyed the use and benefit of such property; that it is inequitable for 
Defendants to retain the benefit without payment to Plaintiff for the value thereof; and that 
Defendants should be required to return such property to Plaintiff and account to Plaintiff for the 
value of all such property, plus interest, in an amount to be proven at trial. (ff 115 - 117.) 
Under the Eighth Cause of Action, Plaintiff alleges conversion against all Defendants. 
Plaintiff alleges that each Defendant wrongfully gained dominion over Plaintiff's property and 
seeks an order awarding damages against each Defendant for conversion in an amount to be 
proven at trial. (TJ[ 120, 121). 
Under the Ninth Cause of Action, Plaintiff alleges civil RICO claims against Brian, 
Robynlee, Gene, and Doug. Plaintiff alleges that Brian, Doug, Gene and Defendant Robynlee 
Watkins ("Robynlee"), collectively with one another, constituting an association-in-fact, through 
multiple acts of fraud, deceit, theft, and conversion, constituting a pattern of racketeering 
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activity, acquired interest in and control over Plaintiff's enterprises and property, thereby 
creating a RICO enterprise engaged in or affecting interstate commerce; that they engaged in 
multiple acts of theft, including but not limited to, Brian paying to Doug and Gene compensation 
for work that Doug and Gene did not perform, the execution of by Brian of a Settlement and 
Release Agreement in favor of himself and Compensation Agreements in favor of himself, 
Doug, Gene, and Robynlee, forgery, counterfeiting, and falsifying financial documents to 
disguise their theft of Plaintiffs property, committing fraud against Plaintiff as described above, 
and otherwise wrongfully obtaining dominion over Plaintiff's property through false pretense; 
and that Defendants worked in concert for the common purpose of converting Plaintiff's 
property for their own benefit and to Plaintiffs detriment. Plaintiff seeks treble damages against 
these Defendants, costs and attorney fees. (<J[<J[ 124 -127.) 
Under the Eleventh Cause of Action, Plaintiff alleges breach of contract against Doug. 
Plaintiff alleges that on or about August 31, 1984, Doug executed a Real Estate Contract for his 
purchase of a 13% interest in a Nursing Home from Plaintiff, which contract provided for the 
payment by Doug to Plaintiff and Plaintiff's deceased wife, Florence, for the principal sum of 
$611,000 ("Doug's Note"), plus 9% annual interest, compounded monthly; that Doug agreed to 
make monthly payments of $5,590 per month to Plaintiff and Florence; that after Florence's 
death, Florence's 50% interest in Doug's Note was directed to the Husband's Trust (per 
Florence's will); that two amendments to the Note, made on or about March 11, 1998 and 
December 30, 1998, reduced the monthly payment due under the note to $1,645; that Doug is in 
default of Doug's Note and, as of December 1, 2009, the total sum owed thereunder was 
$205,260.26, plus interest, attorney fees and costs; that interest continues to accrue; and that 
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Doug has not made a payment on the note to Plaintiff since April 2009. Plaintiff seeks an 
accounting and damages, including costs and attorney fees. (fl 138 - 143.) 
Doug and Virginia have alleged a counterclaim for breach of the Compensation 
Agreement by Plaintiff. Doug and Virginia have filed a motion for summary judgment, alleging 
that they are entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's claims of fraud/deceit, rescission of the 
Compensation Agreement, unjust enrichment, conversion, Civil RICO, constructive trust, and 
their counterclaim for breach of the Compensation Agreement. Defendants Doug and Virginia 
have filed Affidavits in support of their motion for summary judgment and presented arguments 
that are based on said testimony. The testimony of the affiants is in large part inadmissible 
because it violates Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56(e), Idaho Rules of Evidence 402, 403, 602, 
802, and 1002, and governing case law. 
Before considering the argument and evidence pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil 
Procedure 56(c), the Court must determine the admissibility of evidence submitted by Plaintiff. 
See Montgomery v. Montgomery, 147 Idaho 1,205 P.3d 650 (2009) (judge abused discretion 
when he failed to determine the admissibility of evidence prior to ruling on summary judgment 
motions). 
III. LEGAL ST AND ARD OF ADMISSIBILITY 
The standard of admissibility in a summary judgment proceeding is governed by Idaho 
Rule of Civil Procedure 56(e), which provides that: 
I.R.C.P. 56(e). 
Supporting or opposing affidavits shall be made on personal knowledge, 
shall set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall 
show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to the matters 
stated therein. 
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Rule 56(e) is clear that affidavits must contain admissible evidence. See Hecla Mining 
Co. v. Star-Morning Mining Co., 122 Idaho 778, 782, 839 P.2d 1192 (1992). In Hecla Mining, 
the Idaho Supreme Court held that affidavits which consist only of conjecture, conclusory 
allegations as to ultimate facts, or conclusions of law are to be disregarded. Id. Furthermore, 
conclusory statements, statements based on hearsay, statements that lack adequate foundation, 
and statements not made on personal knowledge are insufficient. See State v. Shama Resources 
Ltd. Partners, 127 Idaho 267,271, 899 P.2d 977 (1995). In Shama Resources, the Idaho 
Supreme Court affirmed the trial court's rejection of statements made by an affiant regarding the 
knowledge or beliefs of persons other than the affiant. 127 Idaho at 271. 
Further, in Sprinkler Irrig. Co., Inc. v. John Deere Ins. Co., 139 Idaho 691, 85 P.3d 667 
(2004), the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the district court's action striking the witness' 
affidavit wherein the affidavit was filled with rambling, nonspecific, inaccurate and unsupported 
statements, numerous counts of speculation, unfounded facts and hearsay statements. Id. at 697. 
The Idaho Supreme Court stated that the district court properly concluded that the witness' 
affidavit degenerated into an argumentative diatribe against the defendant and often lacked the 
specificity required by Rule 56(e). Specifically, the court stated, "It is intermittently generalized, 
conclusory, speculative and argumentative. The affidavit includes a significant number of 
factual assertions that would not be admissible in evidence, often lacking foundation by failing to 
show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify regarding the factual allegations." Id. 
The Sprinkler Irrig. Co. case involved an affidavit by an expert witness, but the rulings of the 
Court in that case are equally applicable to an affidavit by a lay witness. 
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Moreover, under Idaho law, an opinion of a witness that calls for a legal conclusion is not 
admissible in the courts of Idaho. Martin v. Hackworth, 127 Idaho 68,896 P.2d 976 (1995); 
Hawkins v. Chandler, 88 Idaho 20,396 P.2d 123 (1964). 
The objections stated herein are based on the above citations of authority, I.R.C.P. 56(e), 
and I.R.E. 402 Relevance, 403 Unfair Prejudice, 602 Personal Knowledge, 802 Hearsay, and 
1002 Original Document Required. 
IV. OBJECTIONS TO TESTIMONY OF DOUG WATKINS 





I was told by Brian that the reduction in Statement lacks adequate foundation 
salary would be made up upon the sale of date, time and place; is irrelevant 
of the ranch in a lump-sum amount. without adequate foundation for 
attribution to Plaintiff; is unfairly 
prejudicial; and is inadmissible 
hearsay. 
Don made multiple representations Statement lacks adequate foundation 
directly to me that, in exchange for our of date, time and place; and is 
years of service without retirement unfairly prejudicial and irrelevant. 
benefits and injuries sustained on the 
job, my brothers and I would each 
receive $3,000 per month for life. 
Specifically, Don told me in about Statement lacks adequate foundation 
September 2000 that all of his sons, of date, time and place; is unfairly 
including me, would receive $3,000 per prejudicial and irrelevant; and is 
month as a retirement disability benefit conclusory. 
for our years of employment. 
I continued to perform work for Don Statement lacks adequate foundation 
and his properties, however, instructions for date, time and place; is unfairly 
regarding work projects and what work prejudicial without foundation for 
needed to be done would usually go attribution to Plaintiff; and is 
through Brian or Reva, the Manager of inadmissible hearsay. 
Access and Barret's. 
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In March 2009, the parties executed a Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
Compensation Agreement whereby Don is unfairly prejudicial; is conclusory; 
confirmed the previous agreement to and states an inadmissible legal 
pay me $3,000 per month for life as a conclusion. The Agreement is the 
retirement/disability benefit. ... best evidence of its contents. 
Further, the Compensation Agreement The Agreement is the best evidence 
provides that my wife, Virginia, would of its contents. 
continue to receive the $3,000 per 
month for her life retirement benefit, if I 
preceded her I death. 
The Compensation Agreement was Statement lacks adequate foundation 
executed by Brian, as Don's "attorney in and contains a legal conclusion. 
fact." 
At all times relevant hereto, I believed Doug's "belief' and "understanding 
that Brian had the authority to execute of the power of attorney" is 
the Compensation Agreement, as it was irrelevant; the statement is conclusory 
consistent with my understanding of the and attempts to introduce his legal 
power of attorney as well as previous conclusions. 
representations made to me by Don. 
Despite Don's promises and/or Statement contains legal conclusions 
execution of the valid Compensation and is argumentative. 
Agreement, I have received no 
retirement benefit payments as required 
since March 2009. 
Those contacts consisted of brief Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
telephone conversations where Don is unfairly prejudicial; and is 
instructed me to speak to Brian or irrelevant. 
George Wadsworth (hereinafter 
"George") regarding all matter relating 
to finances or compensation. 
Don's instructions to deal with Brian Statement is irrelevant, conclusory, 
and or George seemed logical to me and attempts to introduce Doug's 
since Brian was operating under Don's legal conclusions. 
Power of Attorney and George was a 
licensed Certified Public Accountant 
and Don's son-in-law. 
Don refused to talk to me regarding Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
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family business but again instructed me is vague and conclusory; is unfairly 
to speak to Brian or George to address prejudicial; and is irrelevant. 
financial issues. 
At no time did I abuse my relationship Statement lacks is argumentative; 
with my father, Don. conclusory; and contains a legal 
conclusion. 
At no time did I have access to the Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
financial records, accounting software, is vague and conclusory; and is 
or QuickBooks at issue. irrelevant. 
I did not exert unfair persuasion or Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
undue influence over Don, nor was the is conclusory; is unfairly prejudicial; 
relationship between me and Don such and contains a legal conclusion. 
that Don was susceptible to unfair 
persuasion or undue influence. 
I did not enter into any sort of Statement is argumentative and 
agreement or plan with Brian or anyone conclusory. 
else in an effort to deprive my father of 
his money. 
I have never had information or reason Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
to believe that Brian was acting outside is conclusory and argumentative; 
his scope of authority with the Power of contains legal conclusions; and is 
Attorney as the Compensation irrelevant. 
Agreement was consistent with previous 
representations made to me by Don on 
multiple occasions. 
As of the date of this Motion for Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
Summary Judgment, Don has failed to is conclusory; and contains a legal 
pay me approximately $165,000 conclusion. 
pursuant to the Compensation 
Agreement. 
Since then, invoices were provide and Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
paid. is conclusory; and is irrelevant. 
Every invoice submitted by Watkins Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
Contracting was accurate and true. is conclusory; and is irrelevant and 
argumentative. 
From about 1993 to 1995, George Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
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Wadsworth would review and approve is conclusory; and is irrelevant. 
the invoices. 
39. Beginning in about 1995, Brian would Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
review and approve the invoices and is conclusory; and is irrelevant. 
come to me with any questions. 
40. No invoice was fraudulently submitted Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
or paid. is conclusory, irrelevant, and 
argumentative; and contains a legal 
conclusion. 
41. Neither I nor Virginia associated with Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
Brian, Gene or Robynlee in any activity is argumentative and conclusory; and 
that could be considered 'racketeering.' contains legal conclusions. 
42. Neither I nor Virginia agreed with Statement is argumentative and 
Brian, Gene or Robynlee to commit conclusory; and contains legal 
theft, fraud, deceit, or any other crime or conclusions. 
wrongdoing against Don. 
V. OBJECTIONS TO TESTIMONY OF VIRGINIA WATKINS 





At no time did my husband or I abuse Statement lacks is argumentative; 
our relationship with Don, Doug's conclusory; and contains a legal 
father. conclusion. 
At no time did I have access to financial Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
records, accounting software, or is conclusory; and is irrelevant. 
QuickBooks at issue. 
I did not exert unfair persuasion or Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
undue influence over Don, nor was the is conclusory; is unfairly prejudicial; 
relationship between me and Don such and contains a legal conclusion. 
that Don was susceptible to unfair 
persuasion or undue influence. 
I did not enter into any sort of Statement is argumentative and 
agreement or plan with Brian or anyone conclusory. 
else in an effort to deprive Don of his 
money. 
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7. I have never had information or reason Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
to believe that Brian was acting outside is conclusory and argumentative; 
his scope of authority with the Power of contains legal conclusions; and is 
Attorney as the Compensation irrelevant. 
Agreement was consistent with previous 
representations made to Doug by Don 
on multiple occasions. 
8. Neither Doug nor I associated with Statement lacks adequate foundation; 
Brian, Gene or Robynlee in any activity is argumentative and conclusory; and 
that could be considered 'racketeering.' contains legal conclusions. 
9. Neither Doug nor I agreed with Brian, Statement is argumentative and 
Gene or Robynlee to commit theft, conclusory; and contains legal 
fraud, deceit, or any other crime or conclusions. 
wrongdoing against Don. 
V. CONCLUSION 
Based upon each of the foregoing objections to evidence, the above-identified testimony 
of Arthur Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins, and all related arguments in Defendants' 
Motion for Summary Judgment should be stricken and disregarded by the Court in deciding the 
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment. 
DATED THIS / _5~ of October, 2013. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
:~ 
Attorneys for Plaintiff, Arthur Donald Watkins 
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PLAINTIFF'S I.R.C.P. RULE 56(F) MOTION AND OBJECTION TO DEFENDANTS' 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE TO 
COMPLETE ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY 
Plaintiff respectfully moves this Court for a continuance of Defendants/Counterclaimants 
Arnold Douglas Watkins' ("Doug") and his wife Virginia Watkins' ("Virginia") (collectively, 
"Defendants") motion for summary judgment until Plaintiff can complete additional discovery to 
respond to the factual allegations in the motion. Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56(f) states: 
When Affidavits are Unavailable in Summary Judgment 
Proceedings. 
Should it appear from the affidavits of a party opposing the motion 
that the party cannot for reasons stated present by affidavit facts 
essential to justify the party's opposition, the court may refuse the 
application for judgment or may order a continuance to permit 
affidavits to be obtained or depositions to be taken or discovery to 
be had or may make such other order as is just. 
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A party asserting a request for additional discovery in order to respond to a motion for 
summary judgment must do so by affirmatively demonstrating why he cannot respond to a 
movant's affidavits and how allowing additional discovery will enable him to rebut the movant's 
showing of the absence of a genuine issue of material fact. See Jenkins v. Boise Cascade Corp., 
141 Idaho 233, 239 (2005); see also Golay v. Loomis, 118 Idaho 387, 389 (1990) (holding 56(f) 
request must be accompanied by affidavit). 
Here, Defendants seek summary judgment both on Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint 
and on their Amended Counterclaim against Plaintiff. In support of their motion, Defendants 
attach: 1) an affidavit from Doug; 2) an affidavit from Virginia; and 3) an affidavit from 
Defendants' counsel, Michael J. Hanby II. 
As further detailed in the attached declaration of Plaintiff's counsel, Plaintiff must take 
depositions from adverse witnesses in order to adequately respond and demonstrate that, at 
minimum, there are multiple factual disputes regarding the allegations contained in Plaintiffs 
Amended Complaint that must be resolved by a jury. (See Declaration of Plaintiff's Counsel, 
Dane A. Bolinger, attached hereto as Exhibit A.) Additionally, as detailed in the Declaration of 
Denise McClure, CPA and Certified Fraud Examiner, tens of thousands of additional pages of 
documents were recently produced in this case that Ms. McClure is presently reviewing and 
analyzing, in part due to the fact that some such documents are in process with the document 
vendor. (See Declaration of Denise McClure, attached hereto as Exhibit B.) Moreover, the 
parties have scheduled (or are in the process of scheduling) at least ten (10) fact witness 
depositions. (Id.) Ms. McClure will need to analyze these additional documents and deposition 
testimony, after which it may be necessary for her to revise or supplement her analyses and 
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opinions contained in her previously disclosed expert witness reports. (Id.) Any revised 
analyses or opinions from Ms. McClure may relate to the allegations contained in Defendants' 
Motion for Summary Judgment. 
Doug also argues that he is entitled to treble damages for unpaid wages pursuant to 
Idaho's "Claims for Wages" statute, Idaho Code §45-601, et seq. However, the statute applies 
only to "employees," and mere "independent contractors" do not qualify for protection. See 
Ostrander v. Farm Bureau Mut. Ins. Co., 123 Idaho 650, 654-655 (1993). By his own 
admission, Doug states that the work performed was through his company, Watkins Contracting 
Services, Inc., which was "hired as general contract labor[.]" (See Doug's Aff. at <][33.) Plaintiff 
is entitled to explore via discovery depositions, including those from Doug, Brian, and George, 
as to whether Doug was an "employee" or an "independent contractor." 
In sum, for these reasons, Plaintiff requires additional discovery in order to adequately 
respond to the affidavits and factual allegations contained in Defendants' Motion for Summary 
Judgment. Plaintiff, therefore, requests that this Court enter an order continuing any due dates to 
respond to Defendants' Motion until a reasonable time after the above-referenced discovery has 
been completed. 
I L'""-l '-' 
DATED THIS J day of October, 2013. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By~1Satk2~ 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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William C. Tharp d' U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor D Hand Delivered 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 D Overnight Mail 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee D ~mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
Watkins] IO'Telecopy 541-296-6421 
Edwin G. Schiller iefu.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD O Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 21 D Overnight Mail 
Nampa, ID 83653 D,E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins l lli' Telecopy 208-466-7910 
Kevin E. Dinius ~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Michael J. Hanby II D Hand Delivered 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC O Overnight Mail 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 D,E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
Nampa, ID 83687 IZf Telecopy 208-475-0101 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
J ace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
lu.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
D .,E-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
'Qf Telecopy 208-562-4110 
Cameron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REECE 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84770 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arthur Donald Watkins] 
iiu.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D F-mail: cmorby@snowjensen.com 
UTelecopy 435-628-3275 
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Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
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Steve Wieland, ISB No. 8282 
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877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 







Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 







BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 





BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 
community composed thereof, ) 
) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
DECLARATION OF PLAINTIFF'S 
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I, Dane A. Bolinger, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and LC. § 9-1406, declare as 
follows: 
1. I am an attorney of record for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and make this 
declaration based on my personal knowledge. 
2. Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug") and his wife 
Virginia Watkins ("Virginia") (collectively, "Defendants") moved for summary judgment on this 
matter. 
AFFIANTS TO BE DEPOSED 
3. In support of their Motion for Summary Judgment, Defendants included affidavits 
from both Doug and Virginia ("Doug's Aff." and Virginia's Aff.", respectively). Neither Doug 
nor Virginia has been deposed in this matter; but their depositions are presently scheduled to 
begin November 25, 2013. 
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4. Both affidavits from Doug and Virginia contain several vague and/or disputed 
factual allegations that are inconsistent with records and other evidence produced in discovery in 
this case. Plaintiff should be allowed to depose Doug and Virginia in order to explore and 
develop record testimony regarding these vague and inconsistent allegations. 
5. Plaintiff served Defendants with numerous written interrogatories and requests for 
production, many of which went ignored or insufficiently answered. Plaintiff intends to inquire 
regarding Defendants' insufficient answers to discovery at their depositions. 
ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY NEEDED TO OPPOSE DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON PLAINTIFF'S FRAUD/DECEIT CLAIM 
6. Defendants' Memorandum in Support of their Motion for Summary Judgment 
("Memo.") argues that "Doug's affidavit conclusively and affirmatively demonstrates that no 
fraudulent activity occurred," "[n]o invoice was fraudulently submitted or paid," Plaintiff 
"cannot provide any evidence to refute these facts," and Plaintiff "cannot provide any evidence 
of grounds giving rise to a claim for rescission" regarding Doug's "Compensation Agreement" at 
issue. (Defs.' Memo. at pp. 9 & 12 [Emphasis in Original].) 
7. Doug admits that many of his allegations regarding his invoices, billing practices, 
and other financial dealings with Plaintiff's estate involved his brother, Co-Defendant Brian 
Watkins ("Brian"), and Plaintiff's CPA (and Doug's brother-in-law) George Wadsworth 
("George"). (See, e.g., Doug's Aff. at ff 11, 21, 24, 38, & 39.) 
8. Plaintiff is entitled to pursue deposition testimony from Brian, George, and Doug 
to explore and develop record testimony regarding these allegations and invoices. Brian is 
presently scheduled to be deposed beginning November 11, 2013, and George is presently 




9. Plaintiff's counsel anticipates eliciting testimony from these and other witnesses 
that the invoices were inaccurate, unrepresentative of all payments made to Doug or to Doug's 
company, Watkins Contracting Services, Inc., were inconsistently paid to Doug personally as 
opposed to his company (and vice-versa), and/ot other information that otherwise shows these 
invoices were the product of and/or representative of fraud, deceit, or collusion. Indeed, Plaintiff 
expects to prove, after additional discovery, that Doug was compensated from Plaintiffs estate 
for work that had not been performed, including some that was improperly represented on 
invoices, and that some or all funds used to compensate Doug and/or his company were stolen, 
converted, or otherwise unlawfully taken from Plaintiff. 
ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY NEEDED TO OPPOSE DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY .JUDGMENT ON PLAINTIFF'S CLAIM FOR UN.JUST ENRICHMENT, 
CONVERSION, AND CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST 
10. Defendants argue there is no evidence that Doug or Virginia received property 
that rightfully belongs to Plaintiff. (See, e.g., Memo. at pp. 12, 14, and 17.) On the contrary, as 
detailed by Plaintiffs Expert - Denise McClure, CPA, Certified Fraud Examiner - there is 
significant evidence to show that Doug and Virginia improperly received Plaintiff's property. 
11. Defendants argue that since "Plaintiff cannot trace funds he alleges were 
improperly utilized, no claim for constructive trust exists and Defendants are entitled to summary 
judgment on this claim." (Memo. at p. 17.) Plaintiff has repeatedly requested financial 
information from Doug and Virginia, and although Doug and Virginia provided some requested 
information, they have refused to certify the information produced as being true and correct. 
12. Plaintiff has repeatedly demanded a formal accounting from Brian, who served as 




produced has been in such poor condition that Plaintiff requires extensive additional discovery 
regarding Plaintiffs financial affairs while under Brian's management, including the depositions 
of Brian, Robynlee Watkins (Co-Defendant), Doug, George, Sharon Wadsworth, Gene Watkins 
(Co-Defendant), Katie Watkins (Co-Defendant), and others. Moreover, tens of thousands of 
additional pages have been produced by Brian and George in only the last month, some of which 
are still being processed by the document vendor, that Plaintiff, his counsel and experts, continue 
to sift through, process, and reconcile in preparation for depositions. Plaintiff anticipates that 
this additional discovery will reveal further evidence that Doug and Virginia improperly received 
Plaintiff's property. 
ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY NEEDED TO OPPOSE DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY ,JUDGMENT ON PLAINTIFF'S CLAIM FOR CIVIL RICO 
13. Defendants argue that they are entitled to summary judgment on the Civil RICO 
claim because there is no evidence of an agreement to an underlying tort. (Memo. at p. 15.) As 
noted in Plaintiff's Declaration in Opposition to Doug and Virginia Watkins' Motion for 
Summary Judgment filed contemporaneously herewith, Doug, upon information and belief, 
conspired with Brian to purchase or otherwise acquire property with funds wrongfully taken 
from Plaintiff and to deprive Plaintiff of his property. Plaintiff anticipates eliciting further 
testimony from Doug, Brian, and others regarding such claims and/or evidence of similar 
arrangements. 
ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY NEEDED TO OPPOSE DEFENDANT DOUG'S TREBLE 
DAMAGES CLAIM 
14. Defendant Doug argues that he is entitled to treble damages for unpaid "wages." 
(See Memo. at pp. 23-24.) In doing so, Doug implies (without specifically stating) that he was 
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an "employee" of Don's as opposed to an "independent contractor." If Doug is an "independent 
contractor," then his claim for treble damages fails. 
15. Furthermore, by his own admission, Doug states that the work performed was 
through his company, Watkins Contracting Services, Inc., which was "hired as general contract 
labor[.]" (See Doug's Aff. at <][33.) Plaintiff is entitled to explore via discovery depositions, 
including those from Doug, Brian, and George, as to whether Doug was an "employee" or an 
"independent contractor." 
Further declarant sayeth naught. 
DATED THIS JE!:'day of October, 2013. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
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DENISE MCCLURE, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and I.C. § 9-1406, declare as 
follows: 
1. I have been retained by Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP to represent the 
interests of Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"). I have an M.B.A. from Indiana University, I am a 
Certified Public Accountant, a Certified Fraud Examiner, and the President of A verti Solutions, 
LLC in Boise, Idaho. I have over twenty years of experience as an accountant. 
2. I am an adult and I am of sound mind. 
3. My professional area of expertise involves performing analyses of complex 
business transactions, investigating allegations of fraud and embezzlement, and related fields. 
DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS DOUG AND 
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4. On or about March 26, 2013, I completed my expert witness report (my "Initial 
Report"), a copy of which was produced to all parties and is attached as Exhibit B to the 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' 
Motion for Summary Judgment. My analyses were based on the information and documents 
available at the time, which are identified in "Schedule B" of my Initial Report. 
5. On or about September 10, 2013, I supplemented my Initial Report (my 
"Supplemental Report"), a copy of which was produced to all parties and is attached as Exhibit 
B to the Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment. My supplemental analysis was necessary because 
additional documents and materials were produced by Defendants Brian Watkins ("Brian") and 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and provided to me for analysis, as identified in the "Amended 
Schedule B" of my Supplemental Report. 
6. I understand that discovery in this case is ongoing and that extensive amounts of 
documents and materials were only recently produced. As noted in my Initial and Supplemental 
Reports and in my Declaration in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, 
as additional information or testimony becomes available, I may find it appropriate to revise or 
supplement my opinions, analyses, and/or conclusions. I may also be called upon to provide 
testimony regarding additional data and/or records received from or testified to by other parties 
and/or their witnesses. 
7. My Initial Report was based on QuickBooks files produced in March 2011 from 
which six (6) years' worth of detailed data had been removed. In May 2013, Brian produced two 
additional QuickBooks data sets that included the data that had been removed from his 2011 
DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS DOUG AND 
VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
I.R.C.P. 56(F) MOTION - 3 
000546
production. These new files provided additional information, but the format in which it was 
provided to me makes it very time consuming to analyze, as I now must consult three separate 
QuickBooks files to analyze the flow of funds over the entire 8.5-year period in which Brian 
served as Don's power of attorney. This is far more time consuming and complex than it would 
have been had all the data been provided in one QuickBooks file. 
8. Moreover, between October 1 and 4, 2013, I participated in a review and 
inspection of thousands of pages of documents and materials produced by the plaintiff's 
accounting firm, Crandall, Swenson, Gleason, & Wadsworth, Chtd.. That document review 
resulted in the production of tens of thousands of pages of documents and multiple discs 
including relevant electronic accounting files and records relating to business entities at issue in 
this lawsuit. A third-party vendor has not yet finished scanning these materials for my use and, 
even when that is finished, I will need a significant amount of time to analyze them. 
9. As noted in my Initial Report, the accounting and bookkeeping at issue in this 
case were inconsistent with standard accounting and bookkeeping practices. Moreover, many of 
the records produced are inaccurate, incomplete and misleading. I understand that Plaintiff's 
counsel intends to depose all defendants and a number of third-party witnesses, whose testimony 
is expected to shed additional light on these problematic documents and records. This testimony 
could potentially affect my previous analyses and opinions. 
10. In sum, the thousands of pages of additional documents and materials may affect 
my prior analyses and opinions. Moreover, testimony elicited at the upcoming depositions may 
also affect my prior analysis and opinions. 
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11. I reserve the right to supplement this Declaration and adjust my conclusions 
contained herein as additional materials become available for my review. 
I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
Date: October 15, 2013 
Denise McClure 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
,+1, 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this/ S day of October, 2013, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANTS DOUG AND VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND 
IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S I.R.C.P. 56(F) MOTION by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
Cameron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REECE 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84 770 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arthur Donald Watkins] 
~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D fo-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
l[lTelecopy 541-296-6421 
du.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D ~-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
UTelecopy 208-466-7910 
nfu.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
~ Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
lij'telecopy 208-475-0101 
ifu.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
g p-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
lf'Telecopy 208-562-4110 
IIJl'G.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D )t=mail: cmorby@snowjensen.com 
ltrTelecopy 435-628-3275 
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Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
Dane Bolinger, ISB No. 9104 
Steve Wieland, ISB No. 8282 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
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BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 





BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 
community composed thereof, ) 
) 
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WATKINS'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
DECLARATION OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS IN OPPOSITION TO 




















ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 













ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and I.C. § 9-1406, 
declares as follows: 
1. I am Plaintiff in the above-captioned matter, an adult of sound mind, and 
competent to make this affidavit. 
2. The allegations in Paragraphs 4, 5, and 6 of the Affidavit of Doug Watkins in 
Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment ("Doug's Affidavit") are false, as are 
any similar allegations in the Affidavit of Virginia Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for 
Summary Judgment ("Virginia's Affidavit"). 
3. Doug was not receiving a salary of $3,000.00 per month in or about September 
1993 for working full time. Doug's pay was determined by how much he worked. 
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4. In about late 1994, when Doug's monthly compensation was reduced, but not as a 
result of any injuries. Any reduction in pay was due to his working less. 
5. I did not tell anyone that I would compensate Doug for any reduction in pay 
would be made up upon the sale of the ranch or any other property. When Doug's salary was 
supposedly reduced, I did not know that the ranch would be sold in 2001. 
6. As stated in my affidavit attached as Exhibit A to Affidavit of Counsel in Support 
of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment, 
dated April 21, 1998, I was making payments to my son Doug in the amount of $1000.00 per 
month, to my son Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian") in the amount of $3000.00 per month, 
and to my son Donald Eugene Watkins in the amount of $1,300.00 per month in 1998. 
However, the 1998 affidavit describes what was happening in 1998. I stopped paying those 
sums when each of my sons stopped working for me and my obligation to them ended. I never 
promised to make these payments to my sons or any of them for the rest of their lives. 
7. In 2000, after the D Bar W ranch sold, Doug stopped working for me regularly. I 
told Doug that it was time for him to get a job. 
8. Brian transferred title to a pick-up belonging to me and some farm equipment 
belonging to me to Doug without my knowledge or consent and Doug refused to return them to 
me. 
9. I did not make any representations to Doug that, in exchange for his years of 
service without retirement benefits and/or injuries sustained on the job, I would pay him and/or 
his brothers $3,000.00 per month for life. I never intended to make payments to Doug for the 
rest of his or his spouse's life. 
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10. In September 2000, I did not state to Doug that I would pay all of my sons 
$3000.00 per month for life as retirement/disability benefit for our years of employment or for 
any other reason. 
11. Doug asserts that I routed work instructions to Doug through Brian or though one 
of my managers. I did not route instructions to Doug through anyone at any time. 
12. I did not authorize Brian to execute the Compensation Agreement with Doug, nor 
was executing the Compensation Agreement an action reasonably implied from any instructions 
I did give to Brian. 
13. In March 2009, I did not execute a Compensation Agreement in favor of Doug 
and I did not confirm any previous agreement to pay Doug $3,000.00 per month for life as a 
retirement/disability benefit or for any other reason. 
14. On March 24, 2009, I issued a written letter notifying my children, including 
Doug, that I had revoked of Brian's General Power of Attorney. 
15. I never agreed and never intended for Virginia Watkins to receive $3000.00 per 
month for her life retirement benefit under any circumstances. 
16. I did not authorize Brian to execute the Compensation Agreement referred to in 
Paragraph 17 of Doug's Affidavit as my "attorney in fact." 
17. I never told Doug to speak to Brian or George Wadsworth regarding all matters 
relating to finances of compensation during any telephone conversations as alleged in Doug's 
Affidavit, Paragraph 21. 
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18. Every invoice submitted by Watkins Contracting was not accurate and true. 
19. From about 1993 to 1995, George Wadsworth did not review and approve the 
invoices. 
20. I do not owe Doug approximately $165,000.00 under any Compensation 
Agreement as alleged in Pamgraph 32 of Doug's Affidavit. 
21. I did not leai:n. about any of the CompensatiOD Agreements with anyone until after 
revoking Brian's General Power of Attorney. 
22. I also deny the allegations in Virginia's Affidavit that I deny in Doug's Affidavit. 
I declare DQdet penalty of pe,-jury pursuant to the Jaw of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
.·.~()~ 
Arthur~tkins · 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this l~day of October, 2013, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DECLARATION OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS IN OPPOSITION 
TO DOUG AND VIRGINIA WATKINS'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT by the 
method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 6u.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor D Hand Delivered 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 D Overnight Mail 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee DE-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
Watkins] J1 Telecopy 541-296-6421 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHID 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & AS SOCIA TES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
Cameron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REEcE 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84770 
[Attorneys for Plaintif.fs Arthur Donald Watkins] 
l2' U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
fa( Telecopy 208-466-7910 
~ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
~mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
yTelecopy 208-475-0101 
~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
yf elecopy 208-562-4110 
;g U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: cmorby@snowjensen.com 
JZ(Telecopy 435-628-3275 
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Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
Steve Wieland, ISB No. 8282 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
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VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
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DENISE MCCLURE, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and I.C. § 9-1406, declare as 
follows: 
1. I have been retained by Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP to represent the 
interests of Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"). I have an M.B.A. from Indiana University, I am a 
Certified Public Accountant, a Certified Fraud Examiner, and the President of Averti Solutions, 
LLC in Boise, Idaho. I have over twenty years of experience as an accountant. 
2. I am an adult and I am of sound mind. 
3. My professional area of expertise involves performing analyses of complex 
business transactions, investigating allegations of fraud and embezzlement, and related fields. 
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4. On or about March 26, 2013, I completed my expert witness report (my "Initial 
Report"), a copy of which was produced to all parties and is attached as Exhibit B to the 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' 
Motion for Summary Judgment. My analyses were based on the information and documents 
available at the time, which are identified in "Schedule B" of my Initial Report. 
5. On or about September 10, 2013, I supplemented my Initial Report (my 
"Supplemental Report"), a copy of which was produced to all parties and is attached as Exhibit 
B to the Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment. My supplemental analysis was necessary because 
additional documents and materials were produced by Defendants Brian Watkins ("Brian") and 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and provided to me for analysis, as identified in the "Amended 
Schedule B" of my Supplemental Report. 
6. I understand that discovery in this. case is ongoing and that extensive amounts of 
documents and materials were only recently produced. As noted in my Initial and Supplemental 
Reports and in my Declaration in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, 
as additional information or testimony becomes available, I may find it appropriate to revise or 
supplement my opinions, analyses, and/or conclusions. I may also be called upon to provide 
testimony regarding additional data and/or records received from or testified to by other parties 
and/or their witnesses. 
7. My Initial Report was based on QuickBooks files produced in March 2011 from 
which six (6) years' worth of detailed data had been removed. In May 2013, Brian produced two 
additional QuickBooks data sets that included the data that had been removed from his 2011 
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production. These new files provided additional information, but the format in which it was 
provided to me makes it very time consuming to analyze, as I now must consult three separate 
QuickBooks files to analyze the flow of funds over the entire 8.5-year period in which Brian 
served as Don's power of attorney. This is far more time consuming and complex than it would 
have been had all the data been provided in one QuickBooks file. 
8. Moreover, between October 1 and 4, 2013, I participated in a review and 
inspection of thousands of pages of documents and materials produced by the plaintiffs 
accounting firm, Crandall, Swenson, Gleason, & Wadsworth, Chtd.. That document review 
resulted in the production of tens of thousands of pages of documents and multiple discs 
including relevant electronic accounting files and records relating to business entities at issue in 
this lawsuit. A third-party vendor has not yet finished scanning these materials for my use and, 
even when that is finished, I will need a significaJ:It amount of time to analyze them. 
9. As noted in my Initial Report, the accounting and bookkeeping at issue in this 
case were inconsistent with standard accounting and bookkeeping practices. Moreover, many of 
the records produced are inaccurate, incomplete and misleading. I understand that Plaintiffs 
counsel intends to depose all defendants and a number of third-party witnesses, whose testimony 
is expected to shed additional light on these problematic documents and records. This testimony 
could potentially affect my previous analyses and opinions. 
10. In sum, the thousands of pages of additional documents and materials may affect 
my prior analyses and opinions. Moreover, testimony elicited at the upcoming depositions may 
also affect my prior analysis and opinions. 
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11. I reserve the right to supplement this Declaration and adjust my conclusions 
contained herein as additional materials become available for my review. 
I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
Date: October 15, 2013 
Denise McClure 
DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS DOUG AND 
VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
I.R.C.P. 56(F) MOTION - 5 
000560
. ' . • • 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this f C, day of October, 2013, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANTS DOUG AND VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND 
IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S I.R.C.P. 56(F) MOTION by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCIIlLLER, CHTD 
P.O.Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
Cameron Morby 
SNOW JENSEN & REECE 
912 W. 1600 S., Suite B200 
St. George, UT 84 770 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arthur Donald Watkins] 
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D Overnight Mail 
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D Overnight Mail 
D p-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
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l:g/telecopy 208-475-0101 
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g ~-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
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llJlb.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D Jc-mail: cmorby@snowjensen.com 
ltr'Telecopy 435-628-3275 
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Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don" or "Plaintifr'), by and 
through his counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this 
Memorandum in opposition to Defendants/Cross-Plaintiffs Arnold Doug Watkins's ("Doug") 
and his wife Virginia Watkins's ("Virginia") (collectively, the "Defendants") Motion for 
Summary Judgment. 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Doug and Virginia seek summary judgment on Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint and 
on their counterclaim against Plaintiff. As noted in Plaintiff's separate motion made pursuant to 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56(f), Plaintiff should be allowed to take additional discovery, 
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including at least ten fact-witness depositions, before being required to respond to Doug and 
Virginia's motion. However, even if this Court were inclined to rule on Defendants' motion 
based on the current factual record, the motion must be denied because, at minimum, there are 
legitimate questions of fact requiring a trial. 
II. BACKGROUND 
A. General Background 
This dispute involves the substantial fraud and theft perpetrated against the Plaintiff by 
his three sons: Doug (identified above), Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian"), and Donald 
Eugene Watkins ("Gene"). Don had six children with his wife, Florence Watkins, including 
Gene, Doug, and Brian. (Don Deel. in Supp. of Partial Summ. J. ("Don MSJ Deel.") <J[ 2) 
Florence passed away in 1988. (Don MSJ Deel. at <J[ 4.) Her will created a trust, the "Husband's 
Trust," of which Don is and always has been the primary beneficiary. (Don MSJ Deel. at <J[ 4.) 
On October 24, 2000, Don executed a General Power of Attorney ("General POA'') 
naming Brian his general agent with authority to manage his business and personal affairs. (Don 
MSJ Deel. at Ex. J.) Don revoked the General POA on March 9, 2009, and notified his children 
shortly thereafter. (Don MSJ Deel. at <J[ 24 and Ex. P.) It has since come to light that, during 
Brian's tenure as Don's agent, at least $4.3 million of Don's $5.5 million under Brian's 
management disappeared, and that Brian funneled much of it to himself, his siblings, and his 
siblings' spouses through one of Don's businesses. (See Aff. of Denise McClure in Supp. Mot. 
for Add'l Interrogs., Ex. A, at 3.) Don filed this lawsuit against Brian, Doug, and Gene, as well 
as their spouses, seeking compensation for what was stolen from him. 
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B. Facts Relevant to Doug and Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment 
Defendants submitted three affidavits in support of their motion for summary judgment: 
1) one from Doug; 2) one from Virginia; and 3) and one from Doug and Virginia's attorney, 
Michael J. Hanby II. Many of the allegations in these affidavits are improper and are the subject 
of Plaintiff's separately filed motion to strike. Additionally, contrary to the Defendant's 
misleading label, "Summary of Undisputed Facts," the vast majority of allegations in Doug's 
Motion and Affidavit are disputed by the Plaintiff. (See Deel. of Don Watkins in Opp. to Doug 
and Virginia's Mot. for Summ. J. ("Don MSJ Opp. Deel.")) 
As Doug concedes, he began working for Don's businesses in about 1984 at an hourly 
rate. (Aff. of Doug Watkins in Supp. Mot. Summ. J. ("Doug MSJ Aff.") at <J[ 2-3.) However, 
contrary to Doug's affidavit, Doug did not convert to a salaried employee at $3,000.00 per month 
in or about September 1993, as Doug's pay was determined by how much he worked, not a set 
monthly salary. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 2-4.) In about late 1994, Doug's monthly 
compensation was reduced, not because Doug was injured, but because Doug was working less. 
(Id.) Contrary to Doug's allegations, Don did not tell anyone that he would compensate Doug 
for reduced pay by paying Doug a lump sum out of the ranch sale proceeds or proceeds from any 
other property. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 5.) When Doug's "salary" was supposedly reduced, 
Don did not even know that the ranch would eventually be sold, so he could not have promised 
to make a lump-sum payment. (Id.) 
In 1998, Don submitted an affidavit to the court in his Utah divorce proceedings against 
his ex-wife, which is attached as Exhibit A to Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants 
Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment ("Don's 1998 
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Affidavit"). In Don's 1998 Affidavit, Don stated that, at the time, he was making payments to 
Doug in the amount of $1000.00 per month, to Brian in the amount of $3000.00 per month, and 
to Gene in the amount of $1,300.00 per month, but says nothing about future payment 
obligations. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <JI 6.) Don's 1998 Affidavit merely described what was 
happening in 1998. (Id.) Don stopped paying those sums when each of his sons stopped 
working for him and his obligation to them ended. (Id.) Don never promised to make these 
payments to his sons or any of them for the rest of their lives. (Id.) 
In 2000, after the D Bar W ranch sold, Doug stopped performing work for Don on a 
regular basis. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <JI 7.) Don told Doug that it was time for him to get a job. 
(Id.) Subsequently, Brian transferred title to a pick-up and some farm equipment to Doug 
without Don's knowledge or consent, which Doug then refused to return. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. 
at<JI8.) 
Contrary to Doug's allegations, Don did not make any representations to Doug that, in 
exchange for Doug's years of service without retirement benefits and/or injuries sustained on the 
job, Don would pay him and/or his brothers $3,000.00 per month for life. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. 
at <JI 9.) Don never intended to make payments to Doug for the rest of his or his spouse's life. 
(Id.) 
On March 2, 2009, Brian executed a Compensation Agreement in favor of Doug, 
purportedly obligating Don to pay $3,000.00 to Doug and his spouse for the rest of their lives. 
(Doug MSJ Aff. at Ex. A.) Don was not involved with executing the Compensation Agreement, 
nor did he authorize Brian to execute the document on his behalf as "attorney-in-fact." (Don 
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MSJ Opp. Deel. at ff 13, 15-16.) Don did not learn about any of the Compensation Agreements 
until after revoking Brian's General Power of Attorney. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 22.) 
·' 
On March 24, 2009, Don issued a written letter through his attorneys notifying his 
children, including Doug, that he had revoked Brian's General Power of Attorney. (Don MSJ 
Opp. Deel. at <J[ 14.) At no point while Brian had General Power of Attorney did Don authorize 
Brian to execute the Compensation Agreement with Doug, nor was executing the Compensation 
Agreement an action reasonably implied from any instructions Don did give to Brian. (Don MSJ 
Opp. Deel. at <J[ 12.) 
Like Don, Doug and Virginia were not involved in executing the Compensation 
Agreement in Doug's favor. Doug did not sign the Compensation Agreement when Brian 
executed it. (Doug MSJ Aff. Ex. A.) In fact, it was not until the summer of 2009-after 
learning that Brian's General Power of Attorney was revoked-that Doug and Virginia even 
heard about the Compensation Agreement. (Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' Verified 
Answer to First Amended Complaint ("Brian V. Answer") <J[ 66.) 
Doug was invoicing Don's businesses for services apparently rendered, but contrary to 
Doug's allegations, not every invoice submitted by Watkins Contracting was accurate and true. 
(Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 18.) Contrary to Doug's assertion, from about 1993 to 1995, George 
Wadsworth did not review and approve the invoi~es. (See Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 19.) 
III. GOVERNING ST AND ARD 
Summary judgment is inappropriate where there are legitimate questions of material fact 
that must be determined by trial. See McCoy v. Lyons, 120 Idaho 765, 771 (1991). In 
considering summary judgment, a court must liberally construe evidence in favor of the party 
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opposing the motion. Wade Baker & Sons Farms v. Corp. of the Bishop of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day Saints, 136 Idaho 922, 925 (Ct. App. 2002). If reasonable persons could reach 
different findings or inferences from the evidence, the motion must be denied. Id. 
·' 
IV. ARGUMENT 
A. Fact Questions Exist as to Whether Doug Committed Fraud/Deceit. 
Contrary to Doug's argument, at minimum, there is a legitimate factual dispute regarding 
whether Doug perpetrated a fraud on Don. Under Idaho law, there are nine elements which must 
be established to state a cause of action for fraud: (1) a statement or representation of fact; (2) its 
falsity; (3) its materiality; (4) speaker's knowledge of its falsity; (5) speaker's intent that the 
representation will be acted upon in a reasonably contemplated manner; (6) listener's ignorance 
of its falsity; (7) listener's rellance on the truth of the representation; (8) listener's right to rely on 
the truth of the representation; and (9) listener's consequent and proximate injury. See Hayes v. 
Kingston, 140 Idaho 551,555 (2004). 
Here, Doug erroneously argues that Plain,tiff has no evidence to support his allegations 
that Doug submitted fraudulent or misleading invoices because a) Doug says the invoices were 
accurate, and b) the invoices were allegedly approved by George Wadsworth and/or Brian. 
(Defs.' Memo. at 9-10.) To the contrary, Don believes that many of the invoices submitted by 
Doug's company, Watkins Contracting Services were inaccurate or false. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. 
at '118.) George Wadsworth never reviewed or approved invoices submitted by Doug. (Id. <J[ 
19.) Additionally, Don disputes that he ever "routed instructions" through Brian to Doug to 
perform work as Doug asserts in his affidavit. (Id. <J[ 11.) Accordingly, there is a legitimate 
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factual dispute regarding whether Doug's invoices and invoicing system were fraudulent or 
deceitful requiring denial of summary judgment. 
In addition, Don's expert forensic accountant, Denise McClure, has identified at least 
$2.9 million of Don's money that flowed into bank accounts titled in the names of entities over 
which Doug may have exerted some ownership or control. (Aff. of Counsel in Supp. Doug's 
Mot. Summ. J. ("Hanby AfT.") Ex. A, at 8.) The Court should not grant summary judgment on 
the fraud claim before Don has an opportunity to depose Doug and the other potentially 
responsible parties. 
B. Fact Questions Exist as to Whether Doug and Virginia Were Unjustly Enriched and 
Whether They Possess Assets Upon Which a Constructive Trust Should be Imposed. 
Defendants erroneously argue that they are entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiffs 
claims for unjust enrichment and constructive trust because Plaintiff cannot adequately 
demonstrate that either Doug or Virginia received property that belonged to the Plaintiff. (Defs.' 
Memo. at 12-13, 16-17.) This argument fails. 
First, even without an opportunity to review all the material in this case, Ms. McClure, 
has identified funds that made their way from Don to Doug. A constructive trust may be 
imposed upon a party who wrongfully received property pursuant to a trustee's or fiduciary's 
breach of duty. See Taylor v. Maile, 142 Idaho 253, 260-61 (2005) (discussing Restatement 
(Second) of Trusts § 291.)) As conceded by Defendants, Ms. McClure has stated that she could 
identify $138,700.00 that flowed from Access Mini Storage of Nampa, one of Don's businesses, 
to Doug. (Hanby Aff. Ex. A, at 9.) These funds were unrelated to Access Mini Storage of 
Nampa's ordinary business operations. (Id.) Ms. McClure explained that Doug and his other 
siblings used proceeds from the sale of a Seattle nursing home rightfully belonging to Don to 
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make a down payment on commercial real estate they still own. (Hanby Aff. Ex. A, at 1-2.) 
Last, Ms. McClure opined that over $225,000.00 from the sale of another one of Don's 
commercial properties, Locust Grove, was wrongfully diverted to Don's children, including 
Doug. (Hanby Aff. Ex. A, at 17.) 
At minimum, there is a material fact question as to whether Don's money improperly 
made its way to Doug. Don may be entitled to claw back these funds from Doug individually 
and from Doug and Virginia's marital estate. 
Second, as discussed above, evidence exists that shows Defendants were unjustly 
enriched by Doug's fraudulent invoicing system. Doug would submit false or inaccurate 
invoices for work never performed ( or for which the costs of goods and services provided were 
improperly inflated). (See Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at ff 18-19.) Therefore, Defendants received a 
"benefit" (the payment of the invoices) under circumstances for which it would be inequitable to 
allow Defendants to keep them (a fraudulent invoicing scheme). 
Finally, Doug misplaces his reliance on the expert reports of Don's retained expert 
accountants, Denise McClure and Dennis Reinstein. As detailed in Ms. McClure's declaration, 
while Ms. McClure's reports to date are accurate, thousands of additional pages of documents 
were recently produced in this case which Ms. McClure has not yet been able to fully review or 
analyze. (McClure Deel. in Opp. Doug's Mot. Summ. J. ("McClure MSJ Opp. Deel.") at ff 6-
10.) Moreover, the parties have scheduled or are in the process of scheduling at least ten fact 
witness depositions. (Id. <J[ 9.) Ms. McClure will need to analyze these additional documents and 
deposition testimony, after which it may be n~cessary for her to revise or supplement her 
analyses and opinions contained in her previously disclosed expert witness reports. Any revised 
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analysis or opinions from Ms. McClure may allow Plaintiff to more adequately demonstrate 
additional evidence of Defendants' improper receipt of funds from Don's estate. 
C. Defendants' Statute of Limitations Defense to Plaintiff's Conversion Claim Fails 
Because the Statute Was Tolled Due to Doug and Brian's Fraud. 
Defendants erroneously argue that Plaintiff cannot succeed on his conversion claim 
because "any alleged property 'taken or retained' prior to November 6, 2006 is time-barred." 
(Defs.' Memo. at 13.) Defendants fail to understand that under Idaho law, where a fraud has 
been perpetrated, the statute of limitations for conversion claims does not begin to run until the 
plaintiff learns of the fraud. LC. § 5-218(4); Stephan v. Hoops Constr. Co., 115 Idaho 894, 896 
n.1 (1989) (noting that discovery provision of § 5-218(4) would apply for conversions 
accomplished through fraud). Here, Don did not learn of any of the underlying wrongful 
conduct of his children until shortly before Mar~h 24, 2009, the date he sent a letter to Brian 
(with copies to his children, including Doug) revoking Brian's General POA. (Don MSJ Opp. 
Deel. at 'J[ 14.) Don filed suit in November of 2009, thus, his claims are all within the applicable 
l 
statutes of limitation, including his conversion claims. 
Moreover, Doug erroneously assumes that Plaintiff's conversion claim rests solely on 
events surrounding the Locust Grove Property, the sale of Simco Land & Livestock, Inc., and the 
Compensation Agreement. (See Defs.' Memo. at pp. 13-14.) However, Doug took a pick-up 
truck and some farm equipment owned by the Plaintiff, which he knew belonged to the Plaintiff, 
1 At bare minimum, there are legitimate fact questions regarding when Don learned ( or should have 
known) of the underlying fraud committed by his sons·, and thus, a jury should determine the issue. 
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and then refused to return it. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at 1 8.) For this additional reason, 
Defendants' motion for summary judgment on the conversion claim must be denied. 
D. Fact Questions Exist Regarding Plaintiff's Civil RICO Claims. 
Defendants erroneously argue that Plaintiff has presented no evidence of either an 
underlying predicate act or an "enterprise" to commit that act. (See Defs.' Memo. at p. 13-15.) 
However, as Defendants concede, under Idaho law, predicate acts include theft and fraud. (Id.) 
At minimum, as discussed above, there are fact questions on Plaintiff's fraud or conversion 
claims; therefore, there are fact questions as to whether a "predicate act" exists for civil RICO 
purposes. LC. § 18-7803(a)(l)-(21). 
As to the "enterprise" prong, evidence exists indicating that Brian and Doug agreed to 
develop a scheme to defraud the Plaintiff. By way of example, after Doug ceased working for 
Don, Brian transferred title to Don's personal property to Doug and Virginia without Don's 
knowledge or consent, which Doug then refused to return. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at 11 8.) 
Moreover, the existence of the fraudulent invoicing scheme (discussed above) is circumstantial 
evidence of an agreement to defraud Don. Thus, there are legitimate fact questions regarding 
Doug and Virginia's agreement to defraud and steal from Don which must be addressed by a 
jury. 
E. The Court Should Declare Void Doug's.Compensation Agreement 
Doug's Compensation Agreement is not enforceable because Brian lacked both actual 
and apparent authority to execute it on Don's behalf. Don has filed a Cross-Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment asking for the Court to declare Doug's Compensation Agreement void. The 
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Court should therefore: (1) grant Don's claim for rescission of Doug's Compensation 
Agreement, and (2) dismiss Doug's Counterclaim for breach of his Compensation Agreement. 
Whether an agent has authority to take a ,given action is a question of fact. Idaho Title 
Co. v. Am. States Ins. Co., 96 Idaho 465,468 (1975). "For an agent to bind a principal to a third 
party in contract the agent must have actual or apparent authority." Huyett v. Idaho State Univ., 
140 Idaho 904, 908 (2004). Neither kind of authority was present to enable Brian to bind Don to 
Doug's Compensation Agreement. 
1. No Actual Authority Existed 
Don has moved for summary judgment, asking the Court to invalidate Doug's 
Compensation Agreement. In his Memorandum, Don explains that Brian lacked actual and 
implied authority because Don never authorized Brian to execute the agreement or to do 
anything else implying that Brian would be authorized to execute the agreement. Don 
incorporates his Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, 
pages 11-13, as if fully set forth herein. 
Doug first states that Don has already conceded that Brian "had express authority via the 
power of attorney" to enter the Compensation Agreement. This comes as news to Don. While 
Don admits to executing Brian's General POA, he has consistently maintained that Brian was 
nevertheless not authorized to execute any of the Compensation Agreements. (1st Amd. Compl. 
<Jr][ 17, 88-90.) 
Next, Doug argues that Brian had actual authority because the General POA empowered 
Brian to exercise general authority on Don's behalf, including the power to "execute and 
acknowledge all contracts." (Defs.' Memo. 19-20.) But while the General POA may have 
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allowed Brian to execute Don's contracts, it did not allow Brian to act disloyally toward Don. 
Basic agency law requires the agent to "[a]ct in accordance with the principal's reasonable 
expectations to the extent actually known by the agent," to "[a]ct loyally for the principal's 
benefit," and to "[a]ct so as not to create a confl~ct of interest that impairs the agent's ability to 
act impartially in the principal's best interest." LC. § 15-12-114(2)(a), (b). "The mandatory 
duties-acting in accordance with the principal's reasonable expectations, if known, and 
otherwise in the principal's best interest; acting in good faith; and acting only within the scope of 
authority granted-may not be altered in the power of attorney." I.C. § 15-12-114 official cmt. 
Brian, in other words, was not authorized to execute agreements if doing so was not in Don's 
best interests or was contrary to Don's expectations. 
It was not reasonable for Brian to think that Don wanted Doug's Compensation 
Agreement to be executed. As explained in Don's Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Don never indicated to Brian that he should execute any 
Compensation Agreements. (Don MSJ Deel. at <J[ 21.) On the contrary, Don indicated to Brian 
that he was only willing to pay his children so long as they were working for him. (Id. <J[ 20.) 
Further, executing Doug's Compensation Agreement was not in Don's interests. In 2000, 
Doug stopped working for Don on a regular basis. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 7.) Don did not 
represent to Doug that he would continue paying him without performing any work in return, (Id. 
<J[ 9.), and Doug has pointed to no agreements actually binding Don to continue making payments 
to Doug. Brian simply executed a gratuitous promise chaining Don to a perpetual payment 
obligation for nothing in return. This is why Don and his new conservator immediately stopped 
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making payments in March 2009 when Don regained control of his business affairs. (Doug MSJ 
Aff. <JI 13.) 
Last, Brian had a clear conflict of interest in executing Doug's Compensation Agreement, 
given that Doug is his brother. The Compensation Agreement was not an authorized transaction 
and is void. 
2. No Apparent Authority Existed 
Doug contends that "he was not privy to any facts that made him question Brian's 
authority to execute the Compensation Agreement," and that he was not on '"notice' that Brian 
allegedly exceeded his authority." (Defs.' Memo. at 20-21.) In his affidavit, Doug also 
complains that he "never had information or reason to believe that Brian was acting outside his 
scope of authority." (Doug MSJ Aff. <JI 31.) Doug, in other words, seems to believe that it was 
Don's duty to warn Doug that Brian was unauthorized to execute Doug's Compensation 
Agreement. 
First, Doug's argument is incorrect as a legal matter. Don was not obligated to monitor 
Brian and affirmatively put Doug on '"notice' that Brian allegedly exceeded his authority." 
(Defs.' Memo. at 21.) This is because the principal is the one who must manifest some signal 
that the agent has actual authority- actual authority cannot be created by the agent's acts alone. 
Bailey v. Ness, 109 Idaho 495, 497-98 (1985). Accordingly, "[o]ne must use reasonable 
diligence to ascertain the agent's authority. Reasonable diligence encompasses a duty to inquire 
with the principal about the agent's authority." Podolan v. Idaho Legal Aid Servs., 123 Idaho 
937, 944 (Ct. App. 1993) (citations omitted). Doug wants to tum the rule upside down and 
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require the principal, Don, to continuously notify third parties as to what his agent, Brian, was 
not authorized to do. 
Second, as a factual matter, it is implausible that Doug ever actually thought Brian could 
execute the Compensation Agreement. The rationale underlying the apparent-authority doctrine 
is that "apparent authority when present trumps restrictions that the principal has privately 
imposed on the agent." Restatement (Third) Agency§ 2.03 cmt.c (2006). But in this case, Don 
publicly revoked Brian's General POA. Doug and Virginia did not even find out the agreement 
existed until the summer of 2009, after Don notified them in March 2009 that the General POA 
2 
had been revoked. (Brian V. Answer 166.) They could not have reasonably believed Brian was 
authorized to write and execute the Compensation Agreement. 
Moreover, Doug himself states that his relationship with Don "deteriorated to the point 
where we rarely speak to each other." (Doug MSJ Aff.110.) Doug admits that, since 2000, he 
has spoken to Don only three times. (Id. 120.) Doug cannot now contend that he reasonably 
believed the person he never spoke to manifested to him some indication that Brian could write 
and execute the Compensation Agreement. 
Doug next argues that Don is judicially estopped from denying that Brian had apparent 
authority. Doug relies only on Paragraph 10 of Don's 1998 Affidavit, which states that Don was 
paying Doug $1,000.00 per month because he was injured and could not support himself. (Don's 
2 
Brian and Robynlee's Answer states that "Robynlee Watkins, Gene Watkins, and Doug Watkins were 
unaware of the Compensation Agreements drafted by Defendant Brian D. Watkins until in or about the 
summer of 2009." (Brian V. Answer <J[ 66.) Although it does not overtly state that Virginia was also 
unaware of the Compensation Agreement until summer 2009, this is the most logical inference to draw. 
If Brian's own wife did not know about any of the agreements even though she was a primary obligee on 
one of them, it is highly unlikely that Virginia knew about the agreement Brian wrote for Doug. 
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1998 Aff. 110.) However, estoppel does not apply here because Don is not talcing inconsistent 
positions. Just because Don stated that he had a $1,000.00 obligation to Doug in 1998 does not 
prevent him from saying that the monthly obligation disappeared in 2000 when Doug stopped 
working. 
Moreover, it is not at all apparent how Paragraph 10 of Don's Affidavit secured any 
advantage for Don. "[T]he party asserting judicial estoppel must show that the sworn statement 
at issue was used to obtain a judgment, advantage, or consideration from another party." Indian 
Springs LLC v. Indian Springs Land Inv., UC, 147 Idaho 737, 748 (2009). Doug does not 
identify any judgment or consideration that Don received. Instead, he simply states that "[f]rom 
his sworn statement, Don clearly gained an advantage in his divorce proceeding." (Defs.' 
Memo. at 22.) It is difficult to imagine how such an "advantage" would be apparent merely on 
the face of an affidavit. The Court should reject the judicial estoppel argument. 
Since Brian had no actual authority to malce a gratuitous promise on Don's behalf and 
Don did nothing amounting to a manifestation that Brian had such authority, Doug's 
Compensation Agreement is invalid. The Court should grant summary judgment to Don on 
Count IV of his Amended Complaint and declare Doug's Compensation Agreement void. 
F. Even If Don Owes Doug Anything Und~r the Compensation Agreement, The Court 
Should Not Hold that Those Amounts Are Wages. 
Doug last claims that the money he has not received under the Compensation Agreement 
is a "wage." To prevail on this claim, however, Doug needs to first demonstrate that he is an 
employee, as only employees can recover "wages" under the Idaho Wage Claim Act. State ex 
rel. Dep't of Labor & Indus. Servs. v. Hill, 118 Idaho 278,282 (Ct. App. 1990). 
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The Court should deny summary judgment to Doug on this claim because, at minimum, 
there are fact questions regarding Doug's status as an "employee." Deciding whether someone is 
an employee requires the Court to inquire into a number of factors, including: (1) whether an 
agreement exists allowing the principal to control the agent's work, (2) the method of payment, 
(3) whether the principal furnishes major items of equipment, and (4) the right to terminate the 
arrangement at will. See Moore v. Moore, 152 Idaho 245, 249 (2011) (setting forth the test). 
This analysis is a fact-intensive, multi-factor inquiry not amenable to summary judgment. 
Rather, "[t]he determination of whether an injured party is an independent contractor or an 
employee is a factual determination to be made from full consideration of the facts and 
circumstances which are established by the evidence." Roman v. Horsley, 120 Idaho 136, 137 
(1991). 
Yet, nowhere in his Memorandum or Affidavit does Doug develop the facts necessary to 
apply the employment-relationship factors. It is unclear what services Doug did for Don's 
businesses at any given time, or whether Doug billed for such services through his own 
contracting firm or invoiced for the work as an individual. Material facts therefore exist as to 
whether Doug was an employee, let alone whether the Compensation Agreement actually is 
meant to compensate Doug for "wages" he supposedly earned while serving as an employee. 
Further, the Court should deny summary judgment on the wages issue because Don needs 
an opportunity to take additional discovery on this issue. (See Pl.'s Rule 56(f) Motion and 
Supporting Materials.) 
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For all of the above reasons, Defendant Doug and Virginia's motion for summary 
judgment should be denied. Further, the Court should grant summary judgment to Don on Count 
IV of his First Amended Complaint and declare void Doug's Compensation Agreement. ;1h 
DATED THIS / day of October, 2013. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
B~p~ 
Dane Bolinger, ISB No. 9104 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 














Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Plaintiff'), through his counsel of 
record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully moves for an order of summary 
judgment under I.R.C.P. 56 with regard to the following claims in the First Amended 
Complaint: 
1. Count Four - Rescission. Plaintiff requests an order rescinding and declaring 
void the following documents: 
a) Settlement and Release Agreement purportedly between Plaintiff and 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins, dated March 2, 2009; 
b) Compensation Agreement purportedly between Plaintiff and Defendant 
Brian D. Watkins, dated March 2, 2009; 
c) Compensation Agreement purportedly between Plaintiff and Defendant 
Robynlee Watkins, dated March 2, 2009; 
d) Compensation Agreement purportedly between Plaintiff and Defendant 
Arnold Douglas Watkins, dated March 2, 2009; and 





e) Compensation Agreement purportedly between Plaintiff and Defendant 
Donald Eugene Watkins, dated March 2, 2009 
2. Count Ten -Breach of Contract. Defendant Brian D. Watkins defaulted on his 
payment obligation under his Nursing Home Contract on May 2, 2009, and owes $451,302.60 to 
Plaintiff as of :March 1, 2014, with such amount accumulating default interest at 1.5% per 
month, compounded monthly. 
3. Count Eleven - Breach of Contract. Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins 
defaulted on his payment obligation under his Nursing Home Contract on August 2, 2010, and 
owes $405,036.94 to Plaintiff as of March 1, 2014, with such amount accumulating default 
interest at 1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
4. Count Twelve - Breach of Contract. Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins 
defaulted on his payment obligation under his Nursing Home Contract on September 2, 2010, 
and owes $674,285.84 to Plaintiff as of March 1, 2014, with such amount accumulating default 
interest at 1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
Plaintiff requests oral argument on this motion. This motion is supported by: ( 1) 
Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment; (2) Supplemental 
Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment; (3) 
Declaration of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins; (4) Declaration of Steven G. Neighbors; (5) 
Supplemental Declaration of Steven G. Neighbors; (6) Declaration of Denise McClure; (7) 
Declaration of Steven Wieland; and (8) Supplemental Declaration of Steven Wieland. 





DATED THIS ]~ day of April, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By Ste~and, I~~ 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 





CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this rday of April, 2014, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S AMENDED MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT by the method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
J ace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
~Telecopy 541-296-6421 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
r!Telecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
rzfTelecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
,(Telecopy 208-562-4110 
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the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
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STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and I.C. § 9-1406, declares 
as follows: 
1. I was appointed conservator for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don") on 
September 8, 2010, in Ada County Case No. CV IC 1008233, and continue to serve in that 
capacity to this day. I am an adult of sound mind. 
2. I have calculated the amounts due and owing under certain real estate contracts 
executed by Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug"), Defendant Brian D. Watkins 
("Brian"), and Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene") to purchase certain real property 
and improvements in Seattle, Washington, in 1984 (as amended, each a "Nursing Home 
Contract' and, collectively, the "Nursing Home Contracts"). 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF STEVEN NEIGHBORS IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 2 
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3. In making these calculations, I relied on the language of the Nursing Home 
Contracts and amortization tables provided to me by Sharon Wadsworth for payment data for 
dates prior to January 1, 2010. Ms. Wadsworth is Don's daughter, wife of Don's CPA, and 
current/former employee of her husband's CPA firm(s). 
4. True and correct copies of the following documents are attached: 
Exhibit A. A spreadsheet containing the data from Ms. Wadsworth's 
amortization tables for amounts owing under Doug's Real Estate Contract Undivided 
13% Interest in Tenancy in Common and the two amendments thereto (collectively 
"Doug's Nursing Home Contract"). 
Exhibit B. An amortization table I created for amounts owing under Doug's 
Nursing Home Contract using the data from Ms. Wadsworth's amortization tables. 
Exhibit C. A spreadsheet containing the data from Ms. Wadsworth's 
amortization tables for amounts owing under Brian's Real Estate Contract Undivided 
13% Interest in Tenancy in Common and the two amendments thereto (collectively 
"Brian's Nursing Home Contract"). 
Exhibit D. An amortization table I created for amounts owing under Brian's 
Nursing Home Contract using the data from Ms. Wadsworth's amortization tables. 
Exhibit E. A spreadsheet containing the data from Ms. Wadsworth's amortization 
tables for amounts owing under Gene's Real Estate Contract Undivided 13% Interest in 
Tenancy in Common and the two amendments thereto (collectively "Gene's Nursing 
Home Contract"). 
SUPPLEMENT AL DECLARATION OF STEVEN NEIGHBORS IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 3 
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Exhibit F. An amortization table I created for amounts owing under Gene's 
Nursing Home Contract using the data from Ms. Wadsworth's amortization tables. 
5. I believe Ms. Wadsworth's amortization tables dramatically understate the 
amounts owing under the Nursing Home Contracts for the following reasons: 
a. Ms. Wadsworth's amortization tables themselves rely on tables Brian 
created for the years 1984 through the end of 1994, even though Brian's tables 
incorporate a number of known self-serving bookkeeping issues. 
b. Even according to Ms. Wadsworth's amortization tables, Doug, Brian, and 
Gene have not been paying enough to even cover accruing interest, and Ms. 
Wadsworth did not capitalize any such accrued interest. 
c. The information Ms. Wadsworth relied on from Brian deducted from 
principle an aggregate ofroughly $100,000 that Don supposedly credited toward 
each of the Nursing Home Contract balances as "gifts," although no evidence 
exists suggesting that Don ever authorized those gifts. 
6. Although I am aware of the above issues with Ms. Wadsworth's amortization 
tables, I accepted the same when making my calculations as of January 1, 2010. 
7. I have calculated that the minimum amount due and owing under Doug's Nursing 
Home Contract is $405,036.94 as of March 1, 2014. 
8. The records I received from Ms. Wadsworth confirm that Doug's last payment to 
Don was July 2010. So, in calculating what Doug owes under Doug's Nursing Home Contract, I 
began applying an 18% annual default interest rate as of August 2, 2010, compounding monthly. 
SUPPLEMENT AL DECLARATION OF STEVEN NEIGHBORS IN SUPPORT OF 




9. I have calculated that the minimum amount due mid owing under Brian's Nursing 
Home Contract is $451,302.60 as of March 1, 2014, 
10. I have calculated that the minimum amount due and owing under Gene's Nursing 
Home Contract is $674,285.84 as of March 1, 2014. 
11. In calculating what Brian and Gene owe ooder their respective Nursing Home 
Contracts, I began applying an 18% annual default interest rate as ofJanuary 1, 2010, 
compounding monthly. 
12. I chose January 1, 20 l 0, as the date upon which to begin applying a default 
interest rate for Brian a:1d Gene even though their actual default occurred much earlier according 
to the records provided by Ms. Wadsworth. 
13. I made the assumptions and employed the methodology above in an effort to 
arrive at a minimum number for the purposes of obtaining a judgment in Don's favor and 
avoiding trial I believe the true amounts that Doug, Brian, and Gene owe are much higher than 
the numbers I provide here. 
I dcdarc under penalty of perjuey pur5uant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
SUPPLEMENT AL DECLARATION OF STEVEN NEIGHBORS IN SUPPORT OF 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
-,.i-t, 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ..1._ day of April, 2014, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing <SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF STEVEN NEIGHBORS IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT> by the 
method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
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Doug per Sharon • Principal Unpaid Balance 
- 44.15 221,587.83 
- 88.30 221,587.83 
31.01 - 221,556.82 
- 43.92 221,556.82 
- 33.36 221,556.82 
- 77.28 221,556.82 
- 66.72 221,556.82 
- 110.64 221,556.82 
- 154.56 221,556.82 
- 144.00 221,556.82 
- 187.92 221,556.82 
- 177.36 221,556.82 
31.01 177.36 221,556.82 
177.36 221,556.82 
- 221.28 221,556.82 
- 265.20 221,556.82 
- 200.15 221,556.82 
- 244.07 221,556.82 
- 233.51 221,556.82 
- 277.43 221,556.82 
- 266.87 221,556.82 
- 310.79 221,556.82 
- 354.71 221,556.82 
- 344.15 221,556.82 
- 388.07 221,556.82 
- 377.51 221,556.82 
- 377.51 221,556.82 
377.51 221,556.82 
- 421.43 221,556.82 
- 465.35 221,556.82 
- 345.82 221,556.82 
- 389.74 221,556.82 
- 379.18 221,556.82 
- 423.10 221,556.82 
- 412.54 221,556.82 
- 456.46 221,556.82 
- 500.38 221,556.82 
- 489.82 221,556.82 
- 533.74 221,556.82 
- 523.18 221,556.82 
- 523.18 221,556.82 
523.18 221,556.82 
- 567.10 221,556.82 
- 611.02 221,556.82 
- 491.49 221,556.82 
- 535.41 221,556.82 
- 524.85 221,556.82 
- 568.77 221,556.82 
- 558.21 221,556.82 
- 602.13 221,556.82 
- 646.05 221,556.82 
- 635.49 221,556.82 
- 679.41 221,556.82 
- 668.85 221,556.82 
- 668.85 221,556.82 
668.85 221,556.82 
712.77 ! 221,556.82 I 








































































































































































Doug per Sharon • Principal Unpaid Balance 
- 756.69 221,556.82 
- 637.16 221,556.82 
- 681.08 221,556.82 
- 670.52 221,556.82 
- 714.44 221,556.82 
- 703.88 221,556.82 
- 747.80 221,556.82 
- 791.72 221,556.82 
- 781.16 221,556.82 
- 825.08 221,556.82 
- 814.52 221,556.82 
- 814.52 221,556.82 
814.52 221 556.82 
' - 858.44 221,556.82 
- 902.36 221,556.82 
- 837.31 221,556.82 
- 881.23 221,556.82 
- 870.67 221,556.82 
- 914.59 221,556.82 
- 904.03 221,556.82 
- 947.95 221,556.82 
- 991.87 221,556.82 
- 981.31 221,556.82 
- 1,025.23 221,556.82 
- 1,014.67 221,556.82 
- 1,014.67 221,556.82 
1 014 67 221 556 82 
' ' - 1,058.59 221,556.82 
- 1,102.51 221,556.82 
- 982.98 221,556.82 
- 1,026.90 221,556.82 
- 1,016.34 221,556.82 
- 1,060.26 221,556.82 
- 1,049.70 221,556.82 
- 1,093.62 221,556.82 
- 1,137.54 221,556.82 
- 1,126.98 221,556.82 
- 1,170.90 221,556.82 
- 1,160.34 221,556.82 
- 332.56 221,556.82 
- 332.56 221,556.82 
332.56 221,556.82 
- 1,248.18 221,556.82 
- 1,128.65 221,556.82 
- 1,172.57 221,556.82 
- 1,162.01 221,556.82 
- 1,205.93 221,556.82 
- 1,195.37 221,556.82 
- 1,239.29 221,556.82 
- 1,283.21 221,556.82 
- 1,272.65 221,556.82 
- 1,316.57 221,556.82 
- 1,306.01 221,556.82 
- - 221,556.82 
- 1,306.01 221,556.82 
1,306.01 221,556.82 






Doug Interest rate • 9.0% Doug e Doug per Sharon Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
2/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 1,306.01 221,556.82 
3/1/2007 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 1,186.48 221,556.82 
4/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 1,186.48 221,556.82 
5/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,175.92 221,556.82 
6/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 1,175.92 221,556.82 
7/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,165.36 221,556.82 
8/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 1,165.36 221,556.82 
9/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 1,165.36 221,556.82 
10/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,154.80 221,556.82 
11/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 1,154.80 221,556.82 
12/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,144.24 221,556.82 
19,740.00 365 19,578.23 1,144.24 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 1,144 24 221 556 82 
' 
1/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,188.16 221,556.82 
2/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,232.08 221,556.82 
3/1/2008 1,645.00 29 1,579.95 - 1,167.03 221,556.82 
4/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,210.95 221,556.82 
5/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,200.39 221,556.82 
6/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,244.31 221,556.82 
7/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,233.75 221,556.82 
8/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,277.67 221,556.82 
9/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,321.59 221,556.82 
10/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,311.03 221,556.82 
11/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,354.95 221,556.82 
12/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,344.39 221,556.82 
19,740.00 366 19,940.15 - 1,344.39 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 1 344 39 221 556 82 
' ' 
1/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,388.31 221,556.82 
2/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,432.23 221,556.82 
3/1/2009 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 - 1,312.70 221,556.82 
4/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,356.62 221,556.82 
5/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,346.06 221,556.82 
6/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,389.98 221,556.82 
7/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,379.42 221,556.82 
8/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,423.34 221,556.82 
9/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,467.26 221,556.82 
10/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,456.70 221,556.82 
11/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,500.62 221,556.82 
12/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,490.06 221,556.82 
19,740.00 365 19,885.67 - 1,490.06 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 1,490 06 221 556.82 
' 
1/1/2010 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,533.98. 221,556.82 223,090.80 
2/1/2010 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,577.90 221,556.82 
3/1/2010 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 - 1,458.37 221,556.82 
4/1/2010 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,502.29 221,556.82 
5/1/2010 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,491.73 221,556.82 
6/1/2010 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,535.65 221,556.82 
7/1/2010 822.50 30 1,634.44 - 2,347.59 221,556.82 
8/1/2010 822.50 31 1,688.92 - 3,214.01 221,556.82 
9/1/2010 822.50 31 1,688.92 - 4,080.43 221,556.82 
10/1/2010 822.50 30 1,634.44 - 4,892.37 221,556.82 
11/1/2010 822.50 31 1,688.92 - 5,758.79 221,556.82 
12/1/2010 822.50 30 1,634.44 - 6,570.73 221,556.82 
14,805.00 365 19,885.67 - 11,651.40 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 11,651.40 221,556.82 
11112011 I 822.50 I 31 I 1,688.92 ! 12,517.82 ! 221,556.82 I 
000596
Doug Interest rate 
Date Amount #days 
2/1/2011 822.50 31 
3/1/2011 822.50 28 
4/1/2011 822.50 31 
5/1/2011 822.50 30 
6/1/2011 822.50 31 
7/1/2011 822.50 30 
8/1/2011 822.50 31 
9/1/2011 822.50 31 
10/1/2011 822.50 30 
11/1/2011 822.50 31 
12/1/2011 822.50 30 
9,870.00 365 
Balance forward 





















































































































































































































L~an Amortization Schelle 
Loan amount Std Interest TRATEGIC & 
Annual Int Rate Jan-July TheoryPmt# OPERATIONAL 
Loan Period (yrs) As of Aug 201 O Actual Pmt# OLUTIONS INC Pmts per Year Default Interest Total Early Pmts 
Start Date Life Interest 
Current Portion: Unpaid Note: 221,556.82 Principle as of 1/1/2010 
Amount Due: As of 3/1/2014 Current Interest 1,533.98 Unpaid Interest as of 1/1/2010 
Pmt Payment Beginning Scheduled Actual Interest Add Cumulative 
No. Date Balance Payment Extra Payment Payment Under Paid Accrued Underpaid Interest 
1 2/1/2010 223,090.80 3,362.17 1,645.00 (28.18) 1,673.18 223,118.98 1,673.18 
2 3/1/2010 223,118.98 3,362.17 1,645.00 (28.39) 1,673.39 223,147.37 3,346.57 
3 4/1/2010 223,147.37 3,362.17 1,645.00 (28.61) 1,673.61 223,175.98 5,020.18 
4 5/1/2010 223,175.98 3,362.17 1,645.00 (28.82) 1,673.82 223,204.80 6,694.00 
5 6/1/2010 223,204.80 3,362.17 1,645.00 (29.04) 1,674.04 223,233.83 8,368.03 
6 7/1/2010 223,233.83 3,362.17 1,645.00 (29.25) 1,674.25 223,263.09 10,042.29 
7 8/1/2010 223,263.09 3,362.17 822.50 (2,526.45) 3,348.95 225,789.53 13,391.23 
8 9/1/2010 225,789.53 3,362.17 822.50 (2,564.34) 3,386.84 228,353.88 16,778.08 
9 10/1/2010 228,353.88 3,362.17 822.50 (2,602.81) 3,425.31 230,956.69 20,203.39 
10 11/1/2010 230,956.69 3,362.17 822.50 (2,641.85) 3,464.35 233,598.54 23,667.74 
11 12/1/2010 233,598.54 3,362.17 822.50 (2,681.48) 3,503.98 236,280.01 27,171.71 
12 1/1/2011 236,280.01 3,362.17 822.50 (2,721.70) 3,544.20 239,001.71 30,715.91 
13 2/1/2011 239,001.71 3,362.17 822.50 (2,762.53) 3,585.03 241,764.24 34,300.94 
14 3/1/2011 241,764.24 3,362.17 822.50 (2,803.96) 3,626.46 244,568.20 37,927.40 
15 4/1/2011 244,568.20 3,362.17 822.50 (2,846.02) 3,668.52 247,414.23 41,595.93 
16 5/1/2011 247,414.23 3,362.17 822.50 (2,888.71) 3,711.21 250,302.94 45,307.14 
17 6/1/2011 250,302.94 3,362.17 822.50 (2,932.04) 3,754.54 253,234.98 49,061.68 
18 7/1/2011 253,234.98 3,362.17 822.50 (2,976.02) 3,798.52 256,211.01 52,860.21 
19 8/1/2011 256,211.01 3,362.17 822.50 (3,020.67) 3,843.17 259,231.67 56,703.37 
20 9/1/2011 259,231.67 3,362.17 822.50 (3,065.98) 3,888.48 262,297.65 60,591.85 
21 10/1/2011 262,297.65 3,362.17 822.50 (3,111.96) 3,934.46 265,409.61 64,526.31 
22 11/1/2011 265,409.61 3,362.17 822.50 (3,158.64) 3,981.14 268,568.26 68,507.46 
23 12/1/2011 268,568.26 3,362.17 822.50 (3,206.02) 4,028.52 271,774.28 72,535.98 
24 1/1/2012 271,774.28 3,362.17 822.50 (3,254.11) 4,076.61 275,028.40 76,612.60 
25 2/1/2012 275,028.40 3,362.17 0.00 (4,125.43) 4,125.43 279,153.82 80,738.02 
26 3/1/2012 279,153.82 3,362.17 0.00 (4,187.31) 4,187.31 283,341.13 84,925.33 
27 4/1/2012 283,341.13 3,362.17 0.00 (4,250.12) 4,250.12 287,591.25 89,175.45 
28 5/1/2012 287,591.25 3,362.17 0.00 (4,313.87) 4,313.87 291,905.12 93,489.32 
29 6/1/2012 291,905.12 3,362.17 0.00 (4,378.58) 4,378.58 296,283.69 97,867.89 
30 7/1/2012 296,283.69 3,362.17 0.00 (4,444.26) 4,444.26 300,727.95 102,312.15 
31 8/1/2012 300,727.95 3,362.17 0.00 (4,510.92) 4,510.92 305,238.87 106,823.07 
32 9/1/2012 305,238.87 3,362.17 0.00 (4,578.58) 4,578.58 309,817.45 111,401.65 
33 10/1/2012 309,817.45 3,362.17 0.00 (4,647.26) 4,647.26 314,464.71 116,048.91 
34 11/1/2012 314,464.71 3,362.17 0.00 (4,716.97) 4,716.97 319,181.68 120,765.88 
35 12/1/2012 319,181.68 3,362.17 0.00 (4,787.73) 4,787.73 323,969.41 125,553.61 
36 1/1/2013 323,969.41 3,362.17 0.00 (4,859.54) 4,859.54 328,828.95 130,413.15 
37 2/1/2013 328,828.95 3,362.17 0.00 (4,932.43) 4,932.43 333,761.38 135,345.58 
38 3/1/2013 333,761.38 3,362.17 0.00 (5,006.42) 5,006.42 338,767.80 140,352.00 
39 4/1/2013 338,767.80 3,362.17 0.00 (5,081.52) 5,081.52 343,849.32 145,433.52 
40 5/1/2013 343,849.32 3,362.17 0.00 (5,157.74) 5,157.74 349,007.06 150,591.26 
41 6/1/2013 349,007.06 3,362.17 0.00 (5,235.11) 5,235.11 354,242.17 155,826.37 
42 7/1/2013 354,242.17 3,362.17 0.00 (5,313.63) 5,313.63 359,555.80 161,140.00 
43 8/1/2013 359,555.80 3,362.17 0.00 (5,393.34) 5,393.34 364,949.14 166,533.34 
44 9/1/2013 364,949.14 3,362.17 0.00 (5,474.24) 5,474.24 370,423.37 172,007.57 
45 10/1/2013 370,423.37 3,362.17 0.00 (5,556.35) 5,556.35 375,979.72 177,563.92 
46 11/1/2013 375,979.72 3,362.17 0.00 (5,639.70) 5,639.70 381,619.42 183,203.62 
47 12/1/2013 381,619.42 3,362.17 0.00 (5,724.29) 5,724.29 387,343.71 188,927.91 
48 1/1/2014 387,343.71 3,362.17 0.00 (5,810.16) 5,810.16 393,153.87 194,738.07 
49 2/1/2014 393,153.87 3,362.17 0.00 (5,897.31) 5,897.31 399,051.17 200,635.37 
50 3/1/2014 3991051.17 31362.17 o.oo (5,985.77) 5,985.77 4051036.94 206,621.14 
51 4/1/2014 405,036.94 3,362.17 0.00 (6,075.55) 6,075.55 411,112.50 212,696.70 
52 5/1/2014 411,112.50 3,362.17 0.00 (6,166.69) 6,166.69 417,279.18 218,863.38 
53 6/1/2014 417,279.18 3,362.17 0.00 (6,259.19) 6,259.19 423,538.37 225,122.57 
54 7/1/2014 423,538.37 3,362.17 0.00 (6,353.08) 6,353.08 429,891.45 231,475.65 
55 8/1/2014 429,891.45 3,362.17 0.00 (6,448.37) 6,448.37 436,339.82 237,924.02 
56 9/1/2014 436,339.82 3,362.17 0.00 (6,545.10) 6,545.10 442,884.92 244,469.12 
57 10/1/2014 442,884.92 3,362.17 0.00 (6,643.27) 6,643.27 449,528.19 251,112.39 
58 11/1/2014 449,528.19 3,362.17 0.00 (6,742.92) 6,742.92 456,271.11 257,855.31 
59 12/1/2014 456,271.11 3,362.17 0.00 (6,844.07) 6,844.07 463,115.18 264,699.38 
60 1/1/2015 463,115.18 3,362.17 0.00 (6,946.73) 6,946.73 470,061.91 271,646.11 
61 2/1/2015 470,061.91 3,362.17 0.00 (7,050.93) 7,050.93 477,112.83 278,697.03 
62 3/1/2015 477,112.83 3,362.17 0.00 (7,156.69) 7,156.69 484,269.53 285,853.73 
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63 4/1/2015 484,269.53 3,362.17 0.00 (7,264.04) 7,264.04 491,533.57 293,117.77 
64 5/1/2015 491,533.57 3,362.17 0.00 (7,373.00) 7,373.00 498,906.57 300,490.77 
65 6/1/2015 . 498,906.57 3,362.17 0.00 (7,483.60) 7,483.60 506,390.17 307,974.37 
66 7/1/2015 506,390.17 3,362.17 0.00 (7,595.85) 7,595.85 513,986.02 315,570.22 
67 8/1/2015 513,986.02 3,362.17 0.00 (7,709.79) 7,709.79 521,695.82 323,280.02 
68 9/1/2015 521,695.82 3,362.17 0.00 (7,825.44) 7,825.44 529,521.25 331,105.45 
69 10/1/2015 529,521.25 3,362.17 0.00 (7,942.82) 7,942.82 537,464.07 339,048.27 
70 11/1/2015 537,464.07 3,362.17 0.00 (8,061.96) 8,061.96 545,526.03 347,110.23 
71 12/1/2015 545,526.03 3,362.17 0.00 (8,182.89) 8,182.89 553,708.92 355,293.12 
72 1/1/2016 553,708.92 3,362.17 0.00 (8,305.63) 8,305.63 562,014.56 363,598.76 
73 2/1/2016 562,014.56 3,362.17 0.00 (8,430.22) 8,430.22 570,444.77 372,028.97 
74 3/1/2016 570,444.77 3,362.17 0.00 (8,556.67) 8,556.67 579,001.45 380,585.65 
75 4/1/2016 579,001.45 3,362.17 0.00 (8,685.02) 8,685.02 587,686.47 389,270.67 
76 5/1/2016 587,686.47 3,362.17 0.00 (8,815.30) 8,815.30 596,501.77 398,085.97 
77 6/1/2016 596,501.77 3,362.17 0.00 (8,947.53) 8,947.53 605,449.29 407,033.49 
78 7/1/2016 605,449.29 3,362.17 0.00 (9,081.74) 9,081.74 614,531.03 416,115.23 
79 8/1/2016 614,531.03 3,362.17 0.00 (9,217.97) 9,217.97 623,749.00 425,333.20 
80 9/1/2016 623,749.00 3,362.17 0.00 (9,356.23) 9,356.23 633,105.23 434,689.43 
81 10/1/2016 633,105.23 3,362.17 0.00 (9,496.58) 9,496.58 642,601.81 444,186.01 
82 11/1/2016 642,601.81 3,362.17 0.00 (9,639.03) 9,639.03 652,240.84 453,825.04 
83 12/1/2016 652,240.84 3,362.17 0.00 (9,783.61) 9,783.61 662,024.45 463,608.65 
84 1/1/2017 662,024.45 3,362.17 0.00 (9,930.37) 9,930.37 671,954.82 473,539.02 
85 2/1/2017 671,954.82 3,362.17 0.00 (10,079.32) 10,079.32 682,034.14 483,618.34 
86 3/1/2017 682,034.14 3,362.17 0.00 (10,230.51) 10,230.51 692,264.65 493,848.85 
87 4/1/2017 692,264.65 3,362.17 0.00 (10,383.97) 10,383.97 702,648.62 504,232.82 
88 5/1/2017 702,648.62 3,362.17 0.00 (10,539.73) 10,539.73 713,188.35 514,772.55 
89 6/1/2017 713,188.35 3,362.17 0.00 (10,697.83) 10,697.83 723,886.18 525,470.38 
90 7/1/2017 723,886.18 3,362.17 0.00 (10,858.29) 10,858.29 734,744.47 536,328.67 
91 8/1/2017 734,744.47 3,362.17 0.00 (11,021.17) 11,021.17 745,765.63 547,349.83 
92 9/1/2017 745,765.63 3,362.17 0.00 (11,186.48) 11,186.48 756,952.12 558,536.32 
93 10/1/2017 756,952.12 3,362.17 0.00 (11,354.28) 11,354.28 768,306.40 569,890.60 
94 11/1/2017 768,306.40 3,362.17 0.00 (11,524.60) 11,524.60 779,831.00 581,415.20 
95 12/1/2017 779,831.00 3,362.17 0.00 (11,697.46) 11,697.46 791,528.46 593,112.66 
96 1/1/2018 791,528.46 3,362.17 0.00 (11,872.93) 11,872.93 803,401.39 604,985.59 
97 2/1/2018 803,401.39 3,362.17 0.00 (12,051.02) 12,051.02 815,452.41 617,036.61 
98 3/1/2018 815,452.41 3,362.17 0.00 (12,231.79) 12,231.79 827,684.20 629,268.40 
99 4/1/2018 827,684.20 3,362.17 0.00 (12,415.26) 12,415.26 840,099.46 641,683.66 
100 5/1/2018 840,099.46 3,362.17 0.00 (12,601.49) 12,601.49 852,700.95 654,285.15 
101 6/1/2018 852,700.95 3,362.17 0.00 (12,790.51) 12,790.51 865,491.47 667,075.67 
102 7/1/2018 865,491.47 3,362.17 0.00 (12,982.37) 12,982.37 878,473.84 680,058.04 
103 8/1/2018 878,473.84 3,362.17 0.00 (13,177.11) 13,177.11 891,650.94 693,235.14 
104 9/1/2018 891,650.94 3,362.17 0.00 (13,374.76) 13,374.76 905,025.71 706,609.91 
105 10/1/2018 905,025.71 3,362.17 0.00 (13,575.39) 13,575.39 918,601.09 720,185.29 
106 11/1/2018 918,601.09 3,362.17 0.00 {13,779.02) 13,779.02 932,380.11 733,964.31 
107 12/1/2018 932,380.11 3,362.17 0.00 (13,985.70) 13,985.70 946,365.81 747,950.01 
108 1/1/2019 946,365.81 3,362.17 0.00 (14,195.49) 14,195.49 960,561.30 762,145.50 
109 2/1/2019 960,561.30 3,362.17 0.00 (14,408.42) 14,408.42 974,969.72 776,553.92 
110 3/1/2019 974,969.72 3,362.17 0.00 (14,624.55) 14,624.55 989,594.26 791,178.46 
111 4/1/2019 989,594.26 3,362.17 0.00 (14,843.91) 14,843.91 1,004,438.18 806,022.38 
112 5/1/2019 1,004,438.18 3,362.17 0.00 (15,066.57) 15,066.57 1,019,504.75 821,088.95 
113 6/1/2019 1,019,504.75 3,362.17 0.00 (15,292.57) 15,292.57 1,034,797.32 836,381.52 
114 7/1/2019 1,034,797.32 3,362.17 0.00 (15,521.96) 15,521.96 1,050,319.28 851,903.48 
115 8/1/2019 1,050,319.28 3,362.17 0.00 (15,754.79) 15,754.79 1,066,074.07 867,658.27 
116 9/1/2019 1,066,074.07 3,362.17 0.00 (15,991.11) 15,991.11 1,082,065.18 883,649.38 
117 10/1/2019 1,082,065.18 3,362.17 0.00 (16,230.98) 16,230.98 1,098,296.16 899,880.36 
118 11/1/2019 1,098,296.16 3,362.17 0.00 (16,474.44) 16,474.44 1,114,770.60 916,354.80 
119 12/1/2019 1,114,770.60 3,362.17 0.00 (16,721.56) 16,721.56 1,131,492.16 933,076.36 
120 1/1/2020 1,131,492.16 3,362.17 0.00 (16,972.38) 16,972.38 1, 148,464.54 950,048.74 
121 2/1/2020 1, 148,464.54 3,362.17 0.00 (17,226.97) 17,226.97 1,165,691.51 967,275.71 
122 3/1/2020 1,165,691.51 3,362.17 0.00 (17,485.37) 17,485.37 1,183,176.89 984,761.09 
123 4/1/2020 1,183,176.89 3,362.17 0.00 (17,747.65) 17,747.65 1,200,924.54 1,002,508.74 
124 5/1/2020 1,200,924.54 3,362.17 0.00 (18,013.87) 18,013.87 1,218,938.41 1,020,522.61 
125 6/1/2020 1,218,938.41 3,362.17 3,362.17 (14,921.91) 18,284.08 1,233,860.31 1,038,806.68 
126 7/1/2020 1,233,860.31 3,362.17 3,362.17 (15,145.74) 18,507.90 1,249,006.05 1,057,314.59 
127 8/1/2020 1,249,006.05 3,362.17 3,362.17 (15,372.92) 18,735.09 1,264,378.97 1,076,049.68 
128 9/1/2020 1,264,378.97 3,362.17 3,382.17 (15,603.52) 18,965.68 1,279,982.49 1,095,015.36 
129 10/1/2020 1,279,982.49 3,362.17 3,362.17 (15,837.57) 19,199.74 1,295,820.06 1,114,215.10 
130 11/1/2020 1,295,820.06 3,362.17 3,362.17 (16,075.13) 19,437.30 1,311,895.19 1,133,652.40 
131 12/1/2020 1,311,895.19 3,362.17 3,362.17 (18,316.26) 19,678.43 1,328,211.45 1,153,330.83 
132 1/1/2021 1,328,211.45 3,362.17 3,362.17 (16,561.00) 19,923.17 1,344,772.45 1,173,254.00 
133 2/1/2021 1,344,772.45 3,362.17 3,362.17 (16,809.42) 20,171.59 1,361,581.87 1, 193,425.59 
134 3/1/2021 1,361,581.87 3,362.17 3,362.17 (17,061.56) 20,423.73 1,378,643.43 1,213,849.32 
135 4/1/2021 1,378,643.43 3,362.17 3,362.17 (17,317.48) 20,679.65 1,395,960.91 1,234,528.97 
136 5/1/2021 1,395,960.91 3,362.17 3,362.17 (17,577.24) 20,939.41 1,413,538.15 1,255,468.38 
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137 6/1/2021 1,413,538.15 3,362.17 3,362.17 (17,840.90) 21,203.07 1,431,379.06 1,276,671.45 
138 7/1/2021 1,431,379.06 3,362.17 3,362.17 (18,108.52) 21,470.69 1,449,487.58 1,298,142.14 
139 8/1/2021 1,449,487.58 3,362.17 3,362.17 (18,380.14) 21,742.31 1,467,867.72 1,319,884.45 
140 9/1/2021 1,467,867.72 3,362.17 3,362.17 (18,655.85) 22,018.02 1,486,523.57 1,341,902.47 
141 10/1/2021 1,486,523.57 3,362.17 3,362.17 (18,935.68) 22,297.85 1,505,459.25 1,364,200.32 
142 11/1/2021 1,505,459.25 3,362.17 3,362.17 (19,219.72) 22,581.89 1,524,678.97 1,386,782.21 
143 12/1/2021 1,524,678.97 3,362.17 3,362.17 (19,508.02) 22,870.18 1,544,186.99 1,409,652.40 
144 1/1/2022 1,544,186.99 3,362.17 3,362.17 (19,800.64) 23,162.80 1,563,987.62 1,432,815.20 
145 2/1/2022 1,563,987.62 3,362.17 3,362.17 (20,097.65) 23,459.81 1,584,085.27 1,456,275.01 
146 3/1/2022 1,584,085.27 3,362.17 3,362.17 (20,399.11) 23,761.28 1,604,484.38 1,480,036.29 
147 4/1/2022 1,604,484.38 3,362.17 3,362.17 (20,705.10) 24,067.27 1,625,189.48 1,504,103.56 
148 5/1/2022 1,625,189.48 3,362.17 3,362.17 (21,015.67) 24,377.84 1,646,205.15 1,528,481.40 
149 6/1/2022 1,646,205.15 3,362.17 3,362.17 (21,330.91) 24,693.08 1,667,536.06 1,553,174.48 
150 7/1/2022 1,667,536.06 3,362.17 3,362.17 (21,650.87) 25,013.04 1,689, 186.93 1,578, 187.52 
151 8/1/2022 1,689,186.93 3,362.17 3,362.17 (21,975.64) 25,337.80 1,711,162.57 1,603,525.32 
152 9/1/2022 1,711,162.57 3,362.17 3,362.17 (22,305.27) 25,667.44 1,733,467.83 1,629,192.76 
153 10/1/2022 1,733,467.83 3,362.17 3,362.17 (22,639.85) 26,002.02 1,756,107.68 1,655,194.78 
154 11/1/2022 1,756,107.68 3,362.17 3,362.17 (22,979.45) 26,341.62 1,779,087.13 1,681,536.39 
155 12/1/2022 1,779,087.13 3,362.17 3,362.17 (23,324.14) 26,686.31 1,802,411.27 1,708,222.70 
156 1/1/2023 1,802,411.27 3,362.17 3,362.17 (23,674.00) 27,036.17 1,826,085.27 1,735,258.87 
157 2/1/2023 1,826,085.27 3,362.17 3,362.17 (24,029.11) 27,391.28 1,850,114.38 1,762,650.15 
158 3/1/2023 1,850, 114.38 3,362.17 3,362.17 (24,389.55) 27,751.72 1,874,503.93 1,790,401.87 
159 4/1/2023 1,874,503.93 3,362.17 3,362.17 (24,755.39) 28,117.56 1,899,259.32 1,818,519.42 
160 5/1/2023 1,899,259.32 3,362.17 3,362.17 (25,126.72) 28,488.89 1,924,386.04 1,847,008.31 
161 6/1/2023 1,924,386.04 3,362.17 3,362.17 (25,503.62) 28,865.79 1,949,889.66 1,875,874.10 
162 7/1/2023 1,949,889.66 3,362.17 3,362.17 (25,886.18) 29,248.34 1,975,775.83 1,905,122.45 
163 8/1/2023 1,975,775.83 3,362.17 3,362.17 (26,274.47) 29,636.64 2,002,050.30 1,934,759.09 
164 9/1/2023 2,002,050.30 3,362.17 3,362.17 (26,668.59) 30,030.75 2,028,718.89 1,964,789.84 
165 1oi1/2023 2,028,718.89 3,362.17 3,362.17 (27,068.61) 30,430.78 2,055,787.50 1,995,220.62 
166 11/1/2023 2,055,787.50 3,362.17 3,362.17 (27,474.64) 30,836.81 2,083,262.15 2,026,057.44 
167 12/1/2023 2,083,262.15 3,362.17 3,362.17 (27,886.76) 31,248.93 2,111,148.91 2,057,306.37 
168 1/1/2024 2,111,148.91 3,362.17 3,362.17 (28,305.06) 31,667.23 2, 139,453.98 2,088,973.60 
169 2/1/2024 2, 139,453.98 3,362.17 3,362.17 (28,729.64) 32,091.81 2,168,183.62 2,121,065.41 
170 3/1/2024 2,168,183.62 3,362.17 3,362.17 (29,160.59) 32,522.75 2, 197,344.20 2, 153,588.17 
171 4/1/2024 2,197,344.20 3,362.17 3,362.17 (29,597.99) 32,960.16 2,226,942.20 2,186,548.33 
172 5/1/2024 2,226,942.20 3,362.17 3,362.17 (30,041.96) 33,404.13 2,256,984.16 2,219,952.46 
173 6/1/2024 2,256,984.16 3,362.17 3,362.17 (30,492.59) 33,854.76 2,287,476.75 2,253,807.23 
174 7/1/2024 2,287,476.75 3,362.17 3,362.17 (30,949.98) 34,312.15 2,318,426.74 2,288,119.38 
175 8/1/2024 2,318,426.74 3,362.17 3,362.17 (31,414.23) 34,776.40 2,349,840.97 2,322,895.78 
176 9/1/2024 2,349,840.97 3,362.17 3,362.17 (31,885.45) 35,247.61 2,381,726.41 2,358, 143.39 
177 10/1/2024 2,381,726.41 3,362.17 3,362.17 (32,363.73) 35,725.90 2,414,090.14 2,393,869.29 
178 11/1/2024 2,414,090.14 3,362.17 3,362.17 (32,849.18) 36,211.35 2,446,939.32 2,430,080.64 
179 12/1/2024 2,446,939.32 3,362.17 3,362.17 (33,341.92) 36,704.09 2,480,281.25 2,466,784.73 
180 1/1/2025 2,480,281.25 3,362.17 3,362.17 (33,842.05) 37,204.22 2,514,123.30 2,503,988.95 
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12/1/1994 Balance forward 298,369.72 
1/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,280.69 3,109.31 - 295,260.41 
2/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,256.92 3,133.08 - 292,127.33 
3/1/1995 5,390.00 28 2,016.88 3,373.12 - 288,754.21 
4/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,207.19 3,182.81 - 285,571.40 
5/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,112.45 3,277.55 - 282,293.85 
6/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,157.81 3,232.19 - 279,061.66 
7/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,064.29 3,325.71 - 275,735.95 
8/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,107.68 3,282.32 - 272,453.63 
9/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,082.59 3,307.41 - 269,146.22 
10/1/1995 5,390.00 30 1,990.94 3,399.06 - 265,747.16 
11/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,031.33 3,358.67 - 262,388.49 
12/1/1995 2,600.00 30 1,940.96 659.04 - 261,729.45 
61,890.00 365 25,249.73 36,640.27 - 261,729.45 
Balance forward 261,729.45 
1/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,995.15 604.85 - 261,124.60 
2/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,990.54 609.46 - 260,515.14 
3/1/1996 2,600.00 29 1,857.77 742.23 - 259,772.91 
4/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,980.24 619.76 - 259,153.15 
5/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,911.79 688.21 - 258,464.94 
6/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,970.27 629.73 - 257,835.21 
7/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,902.06 697.94 - 257,137.27 
8/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,960.14 639.86 - 256,497.41 
9/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,955.27 644.73 - 255,852.68 
10/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,887.44 712.56 - 255,140.12 
11/1/1996 5,390.00 31 1,944.92 3,445.08 - 251,695.04 
12/1/1996 5,390.00 30 1,856.77 3,533.23 - 248,161.81 
36,780.00 366 23,212.36 13,567.64 - 248,161.81 
Balance forward 248,161.81 
1/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,896.91 3,493.09 - 244,668.72 
2/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,870.21 3,519.79 - 241,148.93 
3/1/1997 2,600.00 28 1,664.92 935.08 - 240,213.85 
4/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,836.16 763.84 - 239,450.01 
5/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,771.27 828.73 - 238,621.28 
6/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,823.98 776.02 - 237,845.26 
7/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,759.40 840.60 - 237,004.66 
8/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,811.62 788.38 - 236,216.28 
9/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,805.60 794.40 - 235,421.88 
10/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,741.48 858.52 - 234,563.36 
11/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,792.96 807.04 - 233,756.32 
12/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,729.16 870.84 - 232,885.48 
36,780.00 365 21,503.67 15,276.33 - 232,885.48 
Balance forward 232,885.48 
1/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,775.27 824.73 232,060.75 
2/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,768.99 831.01 231,229.74 
3/1/1998 2,600.00 28 1,592.07 1,007.93 230,221.81 
4/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,754.97 845.03 229,376.78 
5/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,692.12 907.88 228,468.90 
6/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,741.61 858.39 227,610.51 
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· Brian 
Date Amount #days 
7/1/1998 2,600.00 30 
8/1/1998 2,600.00 31 
9/1/1998 2,600.00 31 
10/1/1998 2,760.11 30 
11/1/1998 2,800.00 31 
12/1/1998 2,800.00 30 
31,760.11 365 
Balance forward 
1/1/1999 1,645.00 31 
2/1/1999 1,645.00 31 
3/1/1999 1,645.00 28 
4/1/1999 1,645.00 31 
5/1/1999 1,645.00 30 
6/1/1999 1,645.00 31 
7/1/1999 1,645.00 30 
8/1/1999 1,645.00 31 
9/1/1999 1,645.00 31 
10/1/1999 1,645.00 30 
11/1/1999 1,645.00 31 
12/1/1999 1,645.00 30 
19,740.00 365 
Balance forward 
1/1/2000 1,645.00 31 
2/1/2000 1,645.00 31 
3/1/2000 1,645.00 29 
4/1/2000 1,645.00 31 
5/1/2000 1,645.00 30 
6/1/2000 1,645.00 31 
7/1/2000 1,645.00 30 
8/1/2000 1,645.00 31 
9/1/2000 1,645.00 31 
10/1/2000 1,645.00 30 
11/1/2000 1,645.00 31 
12/1/2000 1,645.00 30 
19,740.00 366 
Balance forward 
1/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
2/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
3/1/2001 1,645.00 28 
4/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
5/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
6/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
7/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
8/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
9/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
10/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
11/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
12/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
19,740.00 365 
Brian Watkins Payments 
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Brian B . 9.0"111-.h nan per ;::, aron • 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 533.74 221,556.82 
1/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 577.66 221,556.82 
2/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 621.58 221,556.82 
3/1/2002 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 - 502.05 221,556.82 
4/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 545.97 221,556.82 
5/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 535.41 221,556.82 
6/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 579.33 221,556.82 
7/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 568.77 221,556.82 
8/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 612.69 221,556.82 
9/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 656.61 221,556.82 
10/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 646.05 221,556.82 
11/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 689.97 221,556.82 
12/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 679.41 221,556.82 
19,740.00 365 19,885.67 - 689.97 221,556.82 
Balance forward 689.97 221,556.82 
1/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 733.89 221,556.82 
2/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 777.81 221,556.82 
3/1/2003 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 - 658.28 221,556.82 
4/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 702.20 221,556.82 
5/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 691.64 221,556.82 
6/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 735.56 221,556.82 
7/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 725.00 221,556.82 
8/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 768.92 221,556.82 
9/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 812.84 221,556.82 
10/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 802.28 221,556.82 
11/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 846.20 221,556.82 
12/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 835.64 221,556.82 
19,740.00 365 19,885.67 - 835.64 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 835.64 221,556.82 
1/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 879.56 221,556.82 
2/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 923.48 221,556.82 
3/1/2004 1,645.00 29 1,579.95 - 858.43 221,556.82 
4/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 902.35 221,556.82 
5/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 891.79 221,556.82 
6/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 935.71 221,556.82 
7/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 925.15 221,556.82 
8/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 969.07 221,556.82 
9/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,012.99 221,556.82 
10/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,002.43 221,556.82 
11/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,046.35 221,556.82 
12/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 1,035.79 221,556.82 
19,740.00 366 19,940.15 - 1,046.35 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 1,046.35 221,556.82 
1/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,090.27 221,556.82 
2/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,134.19 221,556.82 
3/1/2005 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 - 1,014.66 221,556.82 
4/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 1,058.58 221,556.82 
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Brian I.st rate B. 9.0o/~h • nan per aron 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
5/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,048.02 221,556.82 
6/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 1,091.94 221,556.82 
7/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,081.38 221,556.82 
8/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 1,125.30 221,556.82 
9/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 1,169.22 221,556.82 
10/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,158.66 221,556.82 
11/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 1,202.58 221,556.82 
12/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 1,192.02 221,556.82 
12/16/2005 1,645.00 15 817.22 364.24 221,556.82 
21,385.00 380 20,702.89 364.24 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 364.24 221,556.82 
2/1/2006 1,645.00 47 1,645.00 - 364.24 221,556.82 
3/1/2006 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 - 244.71 221,556.82 
4/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 288.63 221,556.82 
5/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 278.07 221,556.82 
6/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 321.99 221,556.82 
7/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 311.43 221,556.82 
8/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 355.35 221,556.82 
9/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 399.27 221,556.82 
10/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 388.71 221,556.82 
11/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 432.63 221,556.82 
12/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 422.07 221,556.82 
12/1/2006 - - - - 422.07 221,556.82 
18,095.00 350 18,152.83 - 422.07 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 422.07 221,556.82 
1/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 465.99 221,556.82 
2/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 509.91 221,556.82 
3/1/2007 1,645.00 28 1,525.47 - 390.38 221,556.82 
4/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 434.30 221,556.82 
5/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 423.74 221,556.82 
6/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 467.66 221,556.82 
7/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 457.10 221,556.82 
8/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 501.02 221,556.82 
9/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 544.94 221,556.82 
10/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 534.38 221,556.82 
11/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 - 578.30 221,556.82 
12/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 - 567.74 221,556.82 
19,740.00 365 19,885.67 - 567.74 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 567.74 221,556.82 
1/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 611.66 221,556.82 
2/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 655.58 221,556.82 
3/1/2008 1,645.00 29 1,579.95 590.53 221,556.82 
4/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 634.45 221,556.82 
5/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 623.89 221,556.82 
6/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 667.81 221,556.82 
7/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 657.25 221,556.82 
8/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 701.17 221,556.82 
9/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 745.09 221,556.82 
10/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,634.44 734.53 221,556.82 
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B. 9.oo;~h nan per aron • 
Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
1,688.92 778.45 221,556.82 
1,634.44 767.89 221,556.82 
19,940.15 767.89 221 ,556.82 110,778.41 
299.07 221 ,556.82 
1,688.92 - 342.99 221 ,556.82 
1,688.92 - 386.91 221,556.82 
1,525.47 - 267.38 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 311 .30 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 300.74 221 ,556.82 
1,688.92 - 344.66 221 ,556.82 
1,634.44 - 1,979.10 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 3,668.02 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 5,356.94 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 6,991.38 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 7,035.30 221 ,556.82 
1,634.44 - 7,847.24 221,556.82 
19,885.67 - 7,847.24 221,556.82 110,778.41 
7,847.24 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 8,713.66 221,556.82 230,270.48 
1,688.92 - 9,580.08 221,556.82 
1,525.47 - 10,283.05 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 11 ,149.47 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 11 ,961.41 221 ,556.82 
1,688.92 - 12,827.83 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 13,639.77 221 ,556.82 
1,688.92 - 14,506.19 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 15,372.61 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 16,184.55 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 17,050.97 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 17,862.91 221,556.82 
19,885.67 - 17,862.91 221,556.82 110,778.41 
17,862.91 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 18,729.33 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 19,595.75 221,556.82 
1,525.47 - 20,298.72 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 21,165.14 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 21,977.08 221 ,556.82 
1,688.92 - 22,843.50 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 23,655.44 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 24,521.86 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 25,388.28 221,556.82 
1,634.44 - 26,200.22 221,556.82 
1,688.92 - 27,066.64 221 ,556.82 
1,634.44 - 27,878.58 221,556.82 
19,885.67 - 27,878.58 221,556.82 110,778.41 
27 878.58 221 556.82 
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· Brian B . 9.0%,h nan per ;::, aron 
e 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
1/1/2012 - 31 1,688.92 - 29,567.50 221,556.82 
2/1/2012 - 31 1,688.92 - 31,256.42 221,556.82 
3/1/2012 - 29 1,579.95 - 32,836.37 221,556.82 
4/1/2012 - 31 1,688.92 - 34,525.29 221,556.82 
5/1/2012 - 30 1,634.44 - 36,159.73 221,556.82 
6/1/2012 - 31 1,688.92 - 37,848.65 221,556.82 
7/1/2012 - 30 1,634.44 - 39,483.09 221,556.82 
8/1/2012 - 31 1,688.92 - 41,172.01 221,556.82 
9/1/2012 - 31 1,688.92 - 42,860.93 221,556.82 
10/1/2012 - 30 1,634.44 - 44,495.37 221,556.82 
11/1/2012 - 31 1,688.92 - 46,184.29 221,556.82 
12/1/2012 - 30 1,634.44 - 47,818.73 221,556.82 
- 366 19,940.15 - 47,818.73 221,556.82 110,778.41 
Balance forward 47,818.73 221,556.82 
1/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 49,507.65 221,556.82 
2/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 51,196.57 221,556.82 
3/1/2013 - 28 1,525.47 - 52,722.04 221,556.82 
4/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 54,410.96 221,556.82 
5/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 56,045.40 221,556.82 
6/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 57,734.32 221,556.82 
7/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 59,368.76 221,556.82 
8/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 61,057.68 221,556.82 
9/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 62,746.60 221,556.82 
10/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 64,381.04 221,556.82 
11/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 66,069.96 221,556.82 
12/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 67,704.40 221,556.82 
- 365 19,885.67 - 67,704.40 -
Balance forward 67,704.40 221,556.82 
1/1/2014 - 61 3,323.35 - 71,027.75 221,556.82 
2/1/2014 - 31 1,688.92 - 72,716.67 221,556.82 
3/1/2013 - (337) (18,360.16) - 54,356.51 221,556.82 
4/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 56,045.43 221,556.82 
5/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 57,679.87 221,556.82 
6/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 59,368.79 221,556.82 
7/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 61,003.23 221,556.82 
8/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 62,692.15 221,556.82 
9/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 64,381.07 221,556.82 
10/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 66,015.51 221,556.82 
11/1/2013 - 31 1,688.92 - 67,704.43 221,556.82 
12/1/2013 - 30 1,634.44 - 69,338.87 221,556.82 
- 30 1,634.47 - 69,338.87 -
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Loan Name: Brian Watkins 
Loan summary 
PmtAmt 3,470.37 TRAT EG IC & 
Theory Pm!# 360.00 
Actual Pm!# 361.00 
Total Early Pmts -
O PERATIONAL 
O LUTIONS I N( 
Life Interest 
Current Portion: Unpaid Note: 221,556.82 Principle as of 1/1/2010 
Current Interest Accrued Interest 8,713.66 Unpaid Interest as of 1/1 /2010 
Actual Interest Add Cumulative 
Extra Payment Payment Under Paid Accrued Underpaid Interest 
822.50 (2,631 .56) 3,454.06 232,902.04 3,454.06 
822.50 (2,671 .03) 3,493.53 235,573.07 6,947.59 
822.50 (2,711.10) 3,533.60 238,284.16 10,481.18 
822.50 (2,751 .76) 3,574.26 241 ,035.93 14,055.45 
822.50 (2,793.04) 3,615.54 243,828.97 17,670.99 
822.50 (2,834.93) 3,657.43 246,663.90 21 ,328.42 
822.50 (2,877.46) 3,699.96 249,541 .36 25,028.38 
822.50 (2,920.62) 3,743.12 252,461 .98 28,771.50 
822.50 (2,964.43) 3,786.93 255,426.41 32,558.43 
822.50 (3,008.90) 3,831 .40 258,435.30 36,389.82 
822.50 (3,054.03) 3,876.53 261 ,489.33 40,266.35 
822.50 (3,099.84) 3,922.34 264,589.17 44,188.69 
822.50 (3,146.34) 3,968.84 267,735.51 48,157.53 
822.50 (3,193.53) 4,016.03 270,929.04 52,173.56 
822.50 (3,241 .44) 4,063.94 274,170.48 56,237.50 
822.50 (3,290.06) 4,112.56 277,460.54 60,350.06 
822.50 (3,339.41) 4,161 .91 280,799.95 64,511.97 
822.50 (3 ,389.50) 4,212.00 284,189.44 68,723.96 
822.50 (3,440.34) 4,262.84 287,629.79 72,986.81 
822.50 (3,491.95) 4,314.45 291 ,121.73 77,301 .25 
822.50 (3,544.33) 4,366.83 294,666.06 81 ,668.08 
822.50 (3,597.49) 4,419.99 298,263.55 86,088.07 
822.50 (3,651.45) 4,473.95 301 ,915.00 90,562.02 
0.00 (4,528.73) 4,528.73 306,443.73 95,090.75 
0.00 (4,596.66) 4,596.66 311 ,040.38 99,687.40 
0.00 (4,665.61 ) 4,665.61 315,705.99 104,353.01 
0.00 (4,735.59) 4,735.59 320,441 .58 109,088.60 
0.00 (4,806.62) 4,806.62 325,248.20 113,895.22 
0.00 (4,878.72) 4,878.72 330,126.93 118,773.95 
0.00 (4,951 .90) 4,951 .90 335,078.83 123,725.85 
0.00 (5,026.18) 5,026.18 340,105.01 128,752.03 
0.00 (5,101 .58) 5,101 .58 345,206.59 133,853.61 
0.00 (5,178.10) 5,178.10 350,384.69 139,031.71 
0.00 (5,255.77) 5,255.77 355,640.46 144,287.48 
0.00 (5,334.61) 5,334.61 360,975.06 149,622.08 
0.00 (5,414.63) 5,414.63 366,389.69 155,036.71 
0.00 (5,495.85) 5,495.85 371 ,885.53 160,532.55 
0.00 (5,578.28) 5,578.28 377,463.82 166,110.84 
0.00 (5,661 .96) 5,661.96 383,125.78 171 ,772.80 
0.00 (5,746.89) 5,746.89 388,872.66 177,519.68 
0.00 (5,833.09) 5,833.09 394,705.75 183,352.77 
0.00 (5,920.59) 5,920.59 400,626.34 189,273.36 
0.00 (6,009.40) 6,009.40 406,635.73 195,282.75 
0.00 (6,099.54) 6,099.54 412,735.27 201,382.29 
0.00 (6,191.03) 6,191 .03 418,926.30 207,573.32 
0.00 (6,283.89) 6,283.89 425,210.19 213,857.21 
0.00 (6,378.15) 6,378.15 431 ,588.35 220,235.37 
0.00 (6,473.83) 6,473.83 438,062.17 226,709.19 
0.00 (6,570.93) 6,570.93 444,633.10 233,280.12 
0.00 (6,669.50) 6,669.50 451 ,302.60 239,949.62 
0.00 (6,769.54) 6,769.54 458,072.14 246,719.16 
0.00 (6,871.08) 6,871 .08 464,943.22 253,590.24 
0.00 (6,974.15) 6,974.15 471,917.37 260,564.39 
0.00 (7,078.76) 7,078.76 478,996.13 267,643.15 
0.00 (7,184.94) 7,184.94 486,181.07 274,828.09 
0.00 (7,292.72) 7,292.72 493,473.79 282,120.81 
0.00 (7,402.11) 7,402.11 500,875.89 289,522.91 
0.00 (7,513.14) 7,513.14 508,389.03 297,036.05 
0.00 (7,625.84) 7 ,625.84 516,014.87 304,661 .89 
0.00 (7,740.22) 7,740.22 523,755.09 312,402.11 
0.00 (7,856.33) 7,856.33 531 ,611 .42 320,258.44 
0.00 (7,974.17) 7,974.17 539,585.59 328,232.61 
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63 4/1/2015 539,585.59 3,470.37 0.00 (8,093.78) 8,093.78 547,679.37 336,326.39 
64 5/1/2015 547,679.37 3,470.37 0.00 (8,215.19) 8,215.19 555,894.56 344,541.58 
65 6/1/2015 555,894.56 3,470.37 0.00 (8,338.42) 8,338.42 564,232.98 352,880.00 
66 7/1/2015 564,232.98 3,470.37 0.00 (8,463.49) 8,463.49 572,696.48 361 ,343.50 
67 8/1/2015 572,696.48 3,470.37 0.00 (8,590.45) 8,590.45 581 ,286.92 369,933.94 
68 9/1/2015 581,286.92 3,470.37 0.00 (8,719.30) 8,719.30 590,006.23 378,653.25 
69 10/1/2015 590,006.23 3,470.37 0.00 (8,850.09) 8,850.09 598,856.32 387,503.34 
70 11/1/2015 598,856.32 3,470.37 0.00 (8,982.84) 8,982.84 607,839.17 396,486.19 
71 12/1/2015 607,839.17 3,470.37 0.00 (9,117.59) 9,117.59 616,956.75 405,603.77 
72 1/1/2016 616,956.75 3,470.37 3,470.37 (5,783.98) 9,254.35 622,740.73 414,858.12 
73 2/1/2016 622,740.73 3,470.37 3,470.37 (5,870.74) 9,341 .11 628,611.47 424,199.24 
74 3/1/2016 628,611.47 3,470.37 3,470.37 (5,958.80) 9,429.17 634,570.27 433,628.41 
75 4/1/2016 634,570.27 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,048.18) 9,518.55 640,618.45 443,146.96 
76 5/1/2016 640,618.45 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,138.90) 9,609.28 646,757.35 452,756.24 
77 6/1/2016 646,757.35 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,230.99) 9,701.36 652,988.34 462,457.60 
78 7/1/2016 652,988.34 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,324.45) 9,794.83 659,312.79 472,252.42 
79 8/1/2016 659,312.79 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,419.32) 9,889.69 665,732.11 482,142.12 
80 9/1/2016 665,732.11 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,515.61) 9,985.98 672,247.72 492,128.10 
81 10/1/2016 672,247.72 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,613.34) 10,083.72 678,861.07 502,211 .81 
82 11/1/2016 678,861.07 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,712.54) 10,182.92 685,573.61 512,394.73 
83 12/1/2016 685,573.61 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,813.23) 10,283.60 692,386.84 522,678.33 
84 1/1/2017 692,386.84 3,470.37 3,470.37 (6,915.43) 10,385.80 699,302.27 533,064.14 
85 2/1/2017 699,302.27 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,019.16) 10,489.53 706,321 .43 543,553.67 
86 3/1/2017 706,321.43 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,124.45) 10,594.82 713,445.88 554,148.49 
87 4/1/2017 713,445.88 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,231 .32) 10,701.69 720,677.20 564,850.18 
88 5/1/2017 720,677.20 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,339.79) 10,810.16 728,016.98 575,660.34 
89 6/1/2017 728,016.98 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,449.88) 10,920.25 735,466.86 586,580.59 
90 7/1/2017 735,466.86 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,561.63) 11,032.00 743,028.49 597,612.60 
91 8/1/2017 743,028.49 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,675.05) 11,145.43 750,703.55 608,758.02 
92 9/1/2017 750,703.55 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,790.18) 11,260.55 758,493.73 620,018.58 
93 10/1/2017 758,493.73 3,470.37 3,470.37 (7,907.03) 11,377.41 766,400.76 631 ,395.98 
94 11/1/2017 766,400.76 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,025.64) 11 ,496.01 774,426.40 642,891 .99 
95 12/1/2017 774,426.40 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,146.02) 11,616.40 782,572.42 654,508.39 
96 1/1/2018 782,572.42 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,268.21) 11,738.59 790,840.64 666,246.98 
97 2/1/2018 790,840.64 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,392.24) 11 ,862.61 799,232.87 678,109.59 
98 3/1/2018 799,232.87 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,518.12) 11,988.49 807,751.00 690,098.08 
99 4/1 /2018 807,751 .00 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,645.89) 12,116.26 816,396.89 702,214.34 
100 5/1/2018 816,396.89 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,775.58) 12,245.95 825,172.47 714,460.30 
101 6/1/2018 825,172.47 3,470.37 3,470.37 (8,907.21) 12,377.59 834,079.68 726,837.88 
102 7/1/2018 834,079.68 3,470.37 3,470.37 (9,040.82) 12,511.20 843,120.50 739,349.08 
103 8/1/2018 843,120.50 3,470.37 3,470.37 (9,176.43) 12,646.81 852,296.94 751,995.89 
104 9/1/2018 852,296.94 3,470.37 3,470.37 (9,314.08) 12,784.45 861 ,611 .02 764,780.34 
105 10/1/2018 861,611 .02 3,470.37 3,470.37 (9,453.79) 12,924.17 871,064.81 777,704.51 
106 11/1/2018 871 ,064.81 3,470.37 3,470.37 (9,595.60) 13,065.97 880,660.41 790,770.48 
107 12/1 /2018 880,660.41 3,470.37 3,470.37 (9,739.53) 13,209.91 890,399.95 803,980.38 
108 1/1/2019 890,399.95 3,470.37 3,470.37 (9,885.63) 13,356.00 900,285.57 817,336.38 
109 2/1/2019 900,285.57 3,470.37 3,470.37 (10,033.91) 13,504.28 910,319.48 830,840.67 
110 3/1/2019 910,319.48 3,470.37 3,470.37 ( 10, 184.42) 13,654.79 920,503.90 844,495.46 
111 4/1/2019 920,503.90 3,470.37 3,470.37 (10,337.19) 13,807.56 930,841 .09 858,303.02 
112 5/1/2019 930,841 .09 3,470.37 3,470.37 (10,492.24) 13,962.62 941 ,333.33 872,265.63 
113 6/1/2019 941,333.33 3,470.37 3,470.37 (10,649.63) 14,120.00 951,982.96 886,385.63 
114 7/1/2019 951,982.96 3,470.37 3,470.37 (10,809.37) 14,279.74 962,792.33 900,665.38 
115 8/1/2019 962,792.33 3,470.37 3,470.37 (10,971.51) 14,441.88 973,763.84 915,107.26 
116 9/1/2019 973,763.84 3,470.37 3,470.37 (11,136.08) 14,606.46 984,899.93 929,713.72 
117 10/1/2019 984,899.93 3,470.37 3,470.37 (11 ,303.13) 14,773.50 996,203.06 944,487.22 
118 11/1/2019 996,203.06 3,470.37 3,470.37 (11,472.67) 14,943.05 1,007,675.73 959,430.27 
119 12/1/2019 1,007,675.73 3,470.37 3,470.37 (11 ,644.76) 15,115.14 1,019,320.49 974,545.40 
120 1/1/2020 1,019,320.49 3,470.37 3,470.37 (11 ,819.43) 15,289.81 1,031,139.93 989,835.21 
121 2/1/2020 1,031 ,139.93 3,470.37 3,470.37 (11,996.73) 15,467.10 1,043,136.65 1,005,302.31 
122 3/1/2020 1,043,136.65 3,470.37 3,470.37 (12,176.68) 15,647.05 1,055,313.33 1,020,949.36 
123 4/1/2020 1,055,313.33 3,470.37 3,470.37 (12,359.33) 15,829.70 1,067,672.66 1,036,779.06 
124 5/1/2020 1,067,672.66 3,470.37 3,470.37 (12,544.72) 16,015.09 1,080,217.37 1,052,794.15 
125 6/1/2020 1,080,217.37 3,470.37 3,470.37 (12,732.89) 16,203.26 1,092,950.26 1,068,997.41 
126 7/1/2020 1,092,950.26 3,470.37 3,470.37 (12,923.88) 16,394.25 1,105,874.14 1,085,391 .66 
127 8/1/2020 1,105,874.14 3,470.37 3,470.37 (13,117.74) 16,588.11 1,118,991 .88 1,101,979.77 
128 9/1/2020 1,118,991.88 3,470.37 3,470.37 (13,314.51) 16,784.88 1,132,306.39 1,118,764.65 
129 10/1/2020 1,132,306.39 3,470.37 3,470.37 (13,514.22) 16,984.60 1,145,820.61 1,135,749.25 
130 11/1/2020 1,145,820.61 3,470.37 3,470.37 (13,716.94) 17,187.31 1,159,537.55 1,152,936.56 
131 12/1/2020 1,159,537.55 3,470.37 3,470.37 (13,922.69) 17,393.06 1,173,460.24 1,170,329.62 
132 1/1/2021 1,173,460.24 3,470.37 3,470.37 (14,131.53) 17,601.90 1,187,591 .77 1,187,931 .52 
133 2/1/2021 1,187,591 .77 3,470.37 3,470.37 (14,343.50) 17,813.88 1,201,935.27 1,205,745.40 
134 3/1/2021 1,201,935.27 3,470.37 3,470.37 (14,558.66) 18,029.03 1,216,493.93 1,223,774.43 
135 4/1/2021 1,216,493.93 3,470.37 3,470.37 (14,777.04) 18,247.41 1,231 ,270.97 1,242,021.84 
136 5/1/2021 1,231,270.97 3,470.37 3,470.37 (14,998.69) 18,469.06 1,246,269.66 1,260,490.90 
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137 6/1/2021 1,246,269.66 3,470.37 3,470.37 (15,223.67) 18,694.04 1,261 ,493.33 1,279,184.95 
138 7/1/2021 1,261 ,493.33 3,470.37 3,470.37 (15,452.03) 18,922.40 1,276,945.36 1,298,107.35 
139 8/1/2021 1,276,945.36 3,470.37 3,470.37 {15,683.81) 19,154.18 1,292,629.16 1,317,261 .53 
140 9/1/2021 1,292,629.16 3,470.37 3,470.37 {15,919.06) 19,389.44 1,308,548.23 1,336,650.97 
141 10/1/2021 1,308,548.23 3,470.37 3,470.37 (16,157.85) 19,628.22 1 ,324, 706. 08 1,356,279.19 
142 11 /1/2021 1,324,706.08 3,470.37 3,470.37 (16,400.22) 19,870.59 1,341 ,106.30 1,376,149.78 
143 12/1 /2021 1,341 ,106.30 3,470.37 3,470.37 (16,646.22) 20,116.59 1,357,752.52 1,396,266.38 
144 1/1/2022 1,357,752.52 3,470.37 3,470.37 (16,895.92) 20,366.29 1,374,648.43 1,416,632.66 
145 2/1 /2022 1,374,648.43 3,470.37 3,470.37 (17,149.35) 20,619.73 1,391 ,797.79 1,437,252.39 
146 3/1/2022 1,391,797.79 3,470.37 3,470.37 (17,406.59) 20,876.97 1,409,204.38 1,458,129.36 
147 4/1/2022 1,409,204.38 3,470.37 3,470.37 (17,667.69) 21 ,138.07 1,426,872.08 1,479,267.42 
148 5/1/2022 1,426,872.08 3,470.37 3,470.37 (17,932.71) 21 ,403.08 1,444,804.78 1,500,670.50 
149 6/1/2022 1,444,804.78 3,470.37 3,470.37 (18,201 .70) 21,672.07 1,463,006.48 1,522,342.58 
150 7/1/2022 1,463,006.48 3,470.37 3,470.37 (18,474.72) 21,945.10 1,481 ,481 .21 1,544,287.67 
151 8/1/2022 1,481 ,481 .21 3,470.37 3,470.37 (18,751 .85) 22,222.22 1,500,233.05 1,566,509.89 
152 9/1/2022 1,500,233.05 3,470.37 3,470.37 (19,033.12) 22,503.50 1,519,266.18 1,589,013.39 
153 10/1/2022 1,519,266.18 3,470.37 3,470.37 (19,318.62) 22,788.99 1,538,584.80 1,611 ,802.38 
154 11 /1/2022 1,538,584.80 3,470.37 3,470.37 (19,608.40) 23,078.77 1,558,193.20 1,634,881 .15 
155 12/1 /2022 1,558,193.20 3,470.37 3,470.37 (19,902.53) 23,372.90 1,578,095.72 1,658,254.05 
156 1/1/2023 1,578,095.72 3,470.37 3,470.37 (20,201.06) 23,671.44 1,598,296.78 1,681 ,925.48 
157 2/1 /2023 1,598,296.78 3,470.37 3,470.37 (20,504.08) 23,974.45 1,618,800.86 1,705,899.94 
158 3/1/2023 1,618,800.86 3,470.37 3,470.37 (20,811 .64) 24,282.01 1,639,612.50 1,730,181 .95 
159 4/1/2023 1,639,612.50 3,470.37 3,470.37 (21 ,123.81) 24,594.19 1,660,736.32 1,754,776.14 
160 5/1 /2023 1,660,736.32 3,470.37 3,470.37 (21 ,440.67) 24,911 .04 1,682,176.99 1,779,687.18 
161 6/1/2023 1,682,176.99 3,470.37 3,470.37 (21 ,762.28) 25,232.65 1,703,939.27 1,804,919.84 
162 7/1/2023 1,703,939.27 3,470.37 3,470.37 (22,088.72) 25,559.09 1,726,027.99 1,830,478.93 
163 8/1/2023 1,726,027.99 3,470.37 3,470.37 (22,420.05) 25,890.42 1,748,448.04 1,856,369.35 
164 9/1/2023 1,748,448.04 3,470.37 3,470.37 (22,756.35) 26,226.72 1,771 ,204.38 1,882,596.07 
165 10/1/2023 1,771 ,204.38 3,470.37 3,470.37 (23,097.69) 26,568.07 1,794,302.08 1,909,164.13 
166 11 /1/2023 1,794,302.08 3,470.37 3,470.37 (23,444.16) 26,914.53 1,817,746.23 1,936,078.66 
167 12/1 /2023 1,817,746.23 3,470.37 3,470.37 (23,795.82) 27,266.19 1,841 ,542.06 1,963,344.86 
168 1/1/2024 1,841 ,542.06 3,470.37 3,470.37 (24,152.76) 27,623.13 1,865,694.81 1,990,967.99 
169 2/1 /2024 1,865,694.81 3,470.37 3,470.37 (24,515.05) 27,985.42 1,890,209.86 2,018,953.41 







Gene per Sharon 
CALCULATION PER SHARON WADSWORTH 
GENES Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/1994 Balance forward 325,869.68 
1/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,490.89 2,899.11 - 322,970.57 
2/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,468.73 2,921.27 - 320,049.30 
3/1/1995 5,390.00 28 2,209.66 3,180.34 - 316,868.96 
4/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,422.09 2,967.91 - 313,901.05 
5/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,322.01 3,067.99 - 310,833.06 
6/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,375.96 3,014.04 - 307,819.02 
7/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,277.02 3,112.98 - 304,706.04 
8/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,329.12 3,060.88 - 301,645.16 
9/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,305.73 3,084.27 - 298,560.89 
10/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,208.53 3,181.47 - 295,379.42 
11/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,257.83 3,132.17 - 292,247.25 
12/1/1995 2,600.00 30 2,161.83 438.17 - 291,809.08 
61,890.00 365 27,829.40 34,060.60 - 291,809.08 
Balance forward 291,809.08 
1/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,224.45 375.55 - 291,433.53 
2/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,221.58 378.42 - 291,055.11 
3/1/1996 2,600.00 29 2,075.56 524.44 - 290,530.67 
4/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,214.70 385.30 - 290,145.37 
5/1/1996 2,600.00 30 2,140.42 459.58 - 289,685.79 
6/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,208.26 391.74 - 289,294.05 
7/1/1996 2,600.00 30 2,134.14 465.86 - 288,828.19 
8/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,201.72 398.28 - 288,429.91 
9/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,198.69 401.31 - 288,028.60 
10/1/1996 2,600.00 30 2,124.80 475.20 - 287,553.40 
11/1/1996 5,390.00 31 2,192.01 3,197.99 - 284,355.41 
12/1/1996 5,390.00 30 2,097.70 3,292.30 - 281,063.11 
36,780.00 366 26,034.03 10,745.97 - 281,063.11 
Balance forward 281,063.11 
1/1/1997 5,390.00 31 2,148.40 3,241.60 - 277,821.51 
2/1/1997 5,390.00 31 2,123.62 3,266.38 - 274,555.13 
3/1/1997 2,600.00 28 1,895.56 704.44 - 273,850.69 
4/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,093.27 506.73 - 273,343.96 
5/1/1997 2,600.00 30 2,022.00 578.00 - 272,765.96 
6/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,084.98 515.02 - 272,250.94 
7/1/1997 2,600.00 30 2,013.91 586.09 - 271,664.85 
8/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,076.56 523.44 - 271,141.41 
9/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,072.56 527.44 - 270,613.97 
10/1/1997 2,600.00 30 2,001.80 598.20 - 270,015.77 
11/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,063.96 536.04 - 269,479.73 
12/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,993.41 606.59 - 268,873.14 
36,780.00 365 24,590.03 12,189.97 - 268,873.14 
Balance forward 268,873.14 
1/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,049.61 550.39 268,322.75 
2/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,045.41 554.59 267,768.16 
3/1/1998 2,600.00 28 1,843.65 756.35 267,011.81 
4/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,035.42 564.58 266,447.23 
5/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,965.59 634.41 265,812.82 
000614
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CALCULATION PER SHARON WADSWORTH 
GENES Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
6/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,026.28 573.72 265,239.10 
7/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,956.68 643.32 264,595.78 
8/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,017.00 583.00 264,012.78 
9/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,012.56 587.44 263,425.34 
10/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,943.30 656.70 262,768.64 
11/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,003.07 596.93 262,171.71 
12/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,934.05 665.95 261,505.76 
31,200.00 365 23,832.62 7,367.38 261,505.76 
Balance forward 261,505.76 
1/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 448.45 261,505.76 
2/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 896.90 261,505.76 
3/1/1999 1,545.00 28 1,800.53 - 1,152.43 261,505.76 
4/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 1,600.88 261,505.76 
5/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 1,985.02 261,505.76 
6/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 2,433.47 261,505.76 
7/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 2,817.61 261,505.76 
8/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 3,266.06 261,505.76 
9/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 3,714.51 261,505.76 
10/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 4,098.65 261,505.76 
11/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 4,547.10 261,505.76 
12/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 4,931.24 261,505.76 
18,540.00 365 23,471.24 - 4,931.24 261,505.76 
Balance forward 4,931.24 261,505.76 
1/1/2000 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 5,379.69 261,505.76 
2/1/2000 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 5,828.14 261,505.76 
3/1/2000 1,545.00 29 1,864.84 - 6,147.98 261,505.76 
4/1/2000 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 6,596.43 261,505.76 
5/1/2000 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 6,980.57 261,505.76 
6/1/2000 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 7,429.02 261,505.76 
7/1/2000 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 7,813.16 261,505.76 
8/1/2000 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 8,261.61 261,505.76 
9/1/2000 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 8,710.06 261,505.76 
10/1/2000 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 9,094.20 261,505.76 
11/1/2000 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 9,542.65 261,505.76 
12/1/2000 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 9,926.79 261,505.76 
18,540.00 366 23,535.55 - 9,926.79 261,505.76 
Balance forward 9,926.79 261,505.76 
1/1/2001 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 10,375.24 261,505.76 
2/1/2001 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 10,823.69 261,505.76 
3/1/2001 1,545.00 28 1,800.53 11,079.22 261,505.76 
4/1/2001 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 11,527.67 261,505.76 
5/1/2001 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 11,911.81 261,505.76 
6/1/2001 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 12,360.26 261,505.76 
7/1/2001 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 12,744.40 261,505.76 
8/1/2001 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 13,192.85 261,505.76 
9/1/2001 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 13,641.30 261,505.76 
10/1/2001 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 14,025.44 261,505.76 
11/1/2001 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 14,473.89 261,505.76 
000615
• Gene per Sharon 
CALCULATION PER SHARON WADSWORTH 
GENES Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/2001 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 14,858.03 261,505.76 
18,540.00 365 23,471.24 14,858.03 261,505.76 
Balance forward 14,858.03 261,505.76 
1/1/2002 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 15,306.48 261,505.76 
2/1/2002 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 15,754.93 261,505.76 
3/1/2002 1,545.00 28 1,800.53 - 16,010.46 261,505.76 
4/1/2002 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 16,458.91 261,505.76 
5/1/2002 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 16,843.05 261,505.76 
6/1/2002 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 17,291.50 261,505.76 
7/1/2002 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 17,675.64 261,505.76 
8/1/2002 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 18,124.09 261,505.76 
9/1/2002 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 18,572.54 261,505.76 
10/1/2002 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 18,956.68 261,505.76 
11/1/2002 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 19,405.13 261,505.76 
12/1/2002 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 19,789.27 261,505.76 
18,540.00 365 23,471.24 - 19,789.27 261,505.76 
Balance forward 19,789.27 261,505.76 
1/1/2003 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 20,237.72 261,505.76 
2/1/2003 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 20,686.17 261,505.76 
3/1/2003 1,545.00 28 1,800.53 - 20,941.70 261,505.76 
4/1/2003 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 21,390.15 261,505.76 
5/1/2003 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 21,774.29 261,505.76 
6/1/2003 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 22,222.74 261,505.76 
7/1/2003 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 22,606.88 261,505.76 
8/1/2003 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 23,055.33 261,505.76 
9/1/2003 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 23,503.78 261,505.76 
10/1/2003 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 23,887.92 261,505.76 
11/1/2003 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 24,336.37 261,505.76 
12/1/2003 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 24,720.51 261,505.76 
18,540.00 365 23,471.24 - 24,720.51 261,505.76 
Balance forward 24,720.51 261,505.76 
1/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 25,168.96 261,505.76 
2/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 25,617.41 261,505.76 
3/1/2004 1,545.00 29 1,864.84 - 25,937.25 261,505.76 
4/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 26,385.70 261,505.76 
5/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 26,769.84 261,505.76 
6/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 27,218.29 261,505.76 
7/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 27,602.43 261,505.76 
8/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 28,050.88 261,505.76 
9/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 28,499.33 261,505.76 
10/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 28,883.47 261,505.76 
11/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 29,331.92 261,505.76 
12/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 29,716.06 261,505.76 
18,540.00 366 23,535.55 - 29,716.06 261,505.76 
Balance forward 29,716.06 261,505.76 
1,1,2005 I 1,545.00 I 1,993.45 ! 30,164.51 I 261,505.76 ! 
000616
e 
Gene per Sharon 
CALCULATION PER SHARON WADSWORTH 
GENES Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
2/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 30,612.96 261,505.76 
3/1/2005 1,545.00 28 1,800.53 - 30,868.49 261,505.76 
4/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 31,316.94 261,505.76 
5/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 31,701.08 261,505.76 
6/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 32,149.53 261,505.76 
7/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 32,533.67 261,505.76 
8/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 32,982.12 261,505.76 
9/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 33,430.57 261,505.76 
10/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 33,814.71 261,505.76 
11/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 - 34,263.16 261,505.76 
12/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,929.14 - 34,647.30 261,505.76 
12/16/2005 1,545.00 15 964.57 540.49 34,066.87 260,965.27 
20,085.00 380 24,435.81 540.49 34,066.87 260,965.27 
Balance forward 34,066.87 260,965.27 
2/1/2006 1,545.00 47 3,016.07 - 35,537.94 260,965.27 
3/1/2006 1,545.00 28 1,796.81 - 35,789.75 260,965.27 
4/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,989.33 - 36,234.08 260,965.27 
5/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,925.15 - 36,614.23 260,965.27 
6/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,989.33 - 37,058.56 260,965.27 
7/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,925.15 - 37,438.71 260,965.27 
8/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,989.33 - 37,883.04 260,965.27 
9/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,989.33 - 38,327.37 260,965.27 
10/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,925.15 - 38,707.52 260,965.27 
11/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,989.33 - 39,151.85 260,965.27 
12/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,925.15 - 39,532.00 260,965.27 
12/1/2006 - - - - 39,532.00 260,965.27 
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• Loan Name: Gene Watkins 
loan summary 
PmtAmt 4,827.03 TRATEGIC & 
Theory Pm!# 360.00 OPERATIONAL 
Actual Pm!# 60.00 
Total Early Pmts (284,794.63) OLUTlON S '"' 
Life Interest 
Current Portion: Unpaid Note: 260,965.27 Principle as of 1 /1/2010 
Current Interest Accrued Interest 59,323.66 Unpaid Interest as of 1 /1 /201 O 
Interest Add Cumulative 
Extra Payment Total Payment Under Paid Accrued Underpaid Interest 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (4,804.33) 4,804.33 325,093.26 4,804.33 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (4,876.40) 4,876.40 329,969.66 9,680.73 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (4,949.54) 4,949.54 334,919.21 14,630.28 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,023.79) 5,023.79 339,943.00 19,654.07 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,099.14) 5,099.14 345,042.14 24,753.21 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,175.63) 5,175.63 350,217.77 29,928.84 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,253.27) 5,253.27 355,471.04 35,182.11 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,332.07) 5,332.07 360,803.11 40,514.18 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,412.05) 5,412.05 366,215.15 45,926.22 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,493.23) 5,493.23 371 ,708.38 51 ,419.45 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,575.63) 5,575.63 377,284.00 56,995.07 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,659.26) 5,659.26 382,943.26 62,654.33 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,744.15) 5,744.15 388,687.41 68,398.48 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,830.31) 5,830.31 394,517.73 74,228.80 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (5,917.77) 5,917.77 400,435.49 80,146.56 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,006.53) 6,006.53 406,442.02 86,153.09 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,096.63) 6,096.63 412,538.65 92,249.72 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,188.08) 6,188.08 418,726.73 98,437.80 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,280.90) 6,280.90 425,007.63 104,718.70 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,375.11) 6,375.11 431,382.75 111 ,093.82 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,470.74) 6,470.74 437,853.49 117,564.56 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,567.80) 6,567.80 444,421 .29 124,132.36 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,666.32) 6,666.32 451 ,087.61 130,798.68 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,766.31) 6,766.31 457,853.93 137,565.00 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,867.81) 6,867.81 464,721.73 144,432.80 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (6,970.83) 6,970.83 471 ,692.56 151 ,403.63 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,075.39) 7,075.39 478,767.95 158,479.02 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,181 .52) 7,181.52 485,949.47 165,660.54 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,289.24) 7,289.24 493,238.71 172,949.78 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,398.58) 7,398.58 500,637.29 180,348.36 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,509.56) 7,509.56 508,146.85 187,857.92 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,622.20) 7,622.20 515,769.05 195,480.12 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,736.54) 7,736.54 523,505.59 203,216.66 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,852.58) 7,852.58 531,358.17 211,069.24 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (7,970.37) 7,970.37 539,328.55 219,039.62 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,089.93) 8,089.93 547,418.47 227,129.54 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,211.28) 8,211.28 555,629.75 235,340.82 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,334.45) 8,334.45 563,964.20 243,675.27 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,459.46) 8,459.46 572,423.66 252,134.73 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,586.35) 8,586.35 581 ,010.02 260,721.09 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,715.15) 8,715.15 589,725.17 269,436.24 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,845.88) 8,845.88 598,571.04 278,282.11 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (8,978.57) 8,978.57 607,549.61 287,260.68 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (9,113.24) 9,113.24 616,662.85 296,373.92 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (9,249.94) 9,249.94 625,912.80 305,623.87 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (9,388.69) 9,388.69 635,301.49 315,012.56 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (9,529.52) 9,529.52 644,831.01 324,542.08 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (9,672.47) 9,672.47 654,503.47 334,214.54 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (9,817.55) 9,817.55 664,321.03 344,032.10 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (9,964.82) 9,964.82 674,285.84 353,996.91 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (10,114.29) 10,114.29 684,400.13 364,111 .20 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (10,266.00) 10,266.00 694,666.13 374,377.20 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (10,419.99) 10,419.99 705,086.12 384,797.19 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (10,576.29) 10,576.29 715,662.42 395,373.49 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (10,734.94) 10,734.94 726,397.35 406,108.42 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (10,895.96) 10,895.96 737,293.31 417,004.38 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (11 ,059.40) 11,059.40 748,352.71 428,063.78 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (11 ,225.29) 11 ,225.29 759,578.00 439,289.07 
(4,827.03) 0.00 (11 ,393.67) 11 ,393.67 770,971 .67 450,682.74 
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DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 









BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ~ 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 





BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
) 
) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital ) 
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Case No. CV OC 0921373 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF 
STEVEN WIELAND IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
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community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 














ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 













STEVEN WIELAND, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and I.C. § 9-1406, declares as 
follows: 
1. I am an attorney with Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP and am counsel of 
record for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins in the above-captioned matter. I am an adult of 
sound mind. 
2. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 
deposition of Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian Deposition Transcript"). The Brian 
Deposition Transcript was received in our offices by hand delivery from M & M Court 
Reporting on November 21, 2013, in four volumes. The deposition was conducted in our offices 
over the course of four days from November 11, 2013, to November 14, 2013. 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF STEVEN WIELAND IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 2 
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3. Attached hereto as Exhibit Bis a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 
deposition of Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene Deposition Transcript"). The Gene 
Deposition Transcript was received in our offices by hand delivery from M & M Court 
Reporting on November 8, 2013. The deposition was conducted in our offices on November 4, 
2013. 
4. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of excerpts from 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins' Responses to Plaintiff's First Set of Requests for Admission, 
Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents, received in our offices by fax on 
January 20, 2012. 
5. Attached hereto as Exhibit Dis a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 
deposition of Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug Deposition Transcript"). The Doug 
Deposition Transcript was received electronically by our offices from M & M Court Reporting 
on December 16, 2013. The deposition was conducted in our offices on December 10, 2013. 
I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
Date: __ '-1 ............... { t ..._} l~--
Srev~ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ,+"day of April, 2014, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF STEVEN WIELAND IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT by the 
method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHID 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
J ace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
[Attorney for Conservator] 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
jZTelecopy 541-296-6421 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
~ Telecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
,3Telecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
JZ(Telecopy 208-562-4110 
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2 Q. And I believe, if I recall correctly, attached 
3 to your Answer and Counterclaim is a copy of the 
4 settlement agreement; is there not? 
5 A. I believe it's Exhibit A. 
6 Q. Yes. And the date of that agreement is 
7 March 10 of 2003; is that correct? 
8 A. That's the date on page 1, yes. 
9 Q. Yes, okay. Who prepared this document; do you 
10 know? 
11 A. His attorney. I don't know whether the 
12 attorney did it or his paralegal or, you know, who, but 
13 it was prepared through his attorney. 
14 Q. Do you know who his attorney was at that time? 
15 A. I believe he used John Ward at Moffatt Thomas. 
16 Q. If you look at the third page, page 3 of 3 of 
17 this document, Exhibit A that's attached to Exhibit 
18 No. 52, does that appear to be your signature? 
19 A. Yes, it does. 
20 Q. And it's dated July 30, 2003, the notary is? 
21 A. Yes, it is. 
22 Q. But that's the notary for your signature? 
23 A. That is correct. 
24 Q. The notary for your father's signature is the 
25 10th day of March 2003; is that correct? 
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1 A. That is correct. 
2 Q. Do you know why there was such a gap in time 
3 between the time of your injury and the date that this 
4 particular agreement was signed, created and signed? 
5 A. The reason for the delay was we didn't think 
6 about having a document written. Someone who we knew 
7 got audited and that made - someone we knew was audited 
8 by the IRS and that made me realize that if Dad died, I 
9 had no proof that the money that he was giving me was 
10 compensation for the personal injury, which was how he 
11 classified it on my tax returns. So, I asked if he 
12 would put it in writing. 
13 Q. And is that how this came about? 
14 A. That's my-yes, I requested that he document 
15 it so that when he died and if I got audited I would 
16 have proof of why I was classifying it as I was. 
17 Q. And as I understand it, the accident that is 
18 the subject of this agreement was the tree that fell and 
19 struck you? 
20 A. Yes. 
21 (Exhibit 55 marked.) 
22 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You have before you what has 
23 been marked Exhibit No. 55; is that correct? 
24 A. Yes, I do. 
25 Q. Does that appear to be a document labeled 
e 
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1 "Settlement Release Agreement"? 
2 A. Yes, it does. 
3 Q. And it's dated the 2nd day of March, 2009? 
4 A. Yes. 
5 Q. How did this document come about? 
6 A. It was created because we were creating 
7 compensation agreements to go with the plan of 
8 succession for when Dad passed away, everything would 
9 already be agreed to in writing. And when the attorneys 
1 O were drafting the compensation agreement form, it was 
11 brought up that we should update my settlement release 
12 agreement if Dad would agree, it was all subject to my 
13 dad's approval, for me to get a cost of living 
14 adjustment as well as take care of my wife if something 
15 would happen to me and I were to die. 
16 Q. Who is the "we" you're referring to, ''we 
17 decided to do this"? 
18 A. In combination with advice from the attorney 
19 and advice from George. And Dad had asked me to prepare 
20 a plan of succession because he realized that he might 
21 die some day and he wanted to make sure that Stella was 
22 taken care of. And in preparation for doing that, I put 
23 together a plan and told my dad what I was doing. And 
24 in anticipation of his agreement I had these documents 
25 prepared and executed. 
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1 Q. Who prepared the documents? 
2 A. This would have been by either John Ward or 
3 Bob Burns or one of the other attorneys at Moffatt 
4 Thomas. 
5 Q. Who paid Moffatt Thomas to do this? 
6 A. I don't recall. I would imagine it was my 
7 father. 
8 Q. Was your father communicating with Moffatt 
9 Thomas about these matters? 
10 A. I have no idea if he talked to them or not. 
11 We initiated this back in 2005, 2006, or something like 
12 that when we - when Dad brought up the fact of -- that 
13 he wanted to make sure that Stella was taken care of 
14 when he passed away. 
15 MR. THARP: It was John Ward and who else? 
16 THE WITNESS: Bob Burns. I don't remember if 
17 there was another attorney involved. There were two or 
18 three attorneys that were involved for different things 
19 at Moffatt Thomas. Those are the only two names that I 
20 can recall. 
21 Q. (BY MR. Cl.ARK) If you would turn to page 4 of 
22 Exhibit No. 55. 
23 MR. THARP: 55? 
24 MR. CLARK: Yes. 
25 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Is that your signature? 
~---------------------------~--------------------------~ 
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1 A. Yes. 
2 Q. As releaser? 
3 A. Yes. 
4 Q. Brian Watkins? 
5 A. Yes. 
6 Q. Is that also your signature for your father as 
7 releasee and you signed it as the attorney-in-fact? 
8 A. Yes, I signed his name. 
9 Q. Did you talk to your father about signing this 
10 agreement? 
11 A. No, I didn't. I talked to him about the 
12 agreement. I talked to him about the compensation 
13 agreements and I had delivered to him copies of the 
14 documents as well as a succession plan in October of 
15 2008. 
16 Q. All right. Is it your testimony you delivered 
17 a succession plan to your father in October of 2008? 
18 A. Yes. 
19 Q. Who prepared that succession plan? 
20 A. I did. I did. 
21 Q. Can you describe it for me? 
22 A. Basically it spelled out how things were going 
23 to be run, how everything would be rolled into a family 
24 limited partnership, and that he would be a general and 
25 I would be a general because he would basically, as he 
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1 always did, run things until he passed away. And then 
2 when he passed away, then I would take over running 
3 everything. 
4 Included with that were compensation 
5 agreements for Doug and Gene, as well as a compensation 
e 
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1 conversations with my father regarding this and his 
2 desire to make sure that Stella got $3,000 a month for 
3 living expenses, even though they had a separate 
4 property agreement. 
5 Q. Was George involved in formulating the plan of 
6 succession? 
7 A. No, other than just the advice I had received 
8 from him over the years. I mean, I had been involved in 
9 all - I had been made -- how do I say that? I was 
10 aware of all of the major thoughts or different 
11 variations of plans that had been thought of of how to 
12 do things ever since 1979. And with my knowledge of al 
13 of the different tax variations of tax implications that 
14 I had been advised of, I had been informed, with George 
15 having researched the information for my father or the 
16 various different family entities that we had over the 
17 years, I had prepared the plan on my own and gave it to 
18 my father. I believe it was October 25th or 26th my 
19 wife and I drove down to Salt Lake for a snowmobile salu 
20 that was going on and I gave my father a copy of all of 
21 the documents at that time. 
22 Q. Was the family partnership ever created? 
23 A. No. 
24 Q. Were any of the documents you gave your father 
25 at that time ever signed by your father? 
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1 A. No, my father never discussed the issue after 
2 I delivered the documents to him. Even though I asked 
3 him if he had made any decision yet, he always just 
4 said, "No." 
5 Q. Do I understand correctly, then, that you 
6 agreement for me and my wife to cover the additional 6 never discussed this 2009 settlement release agreement 
7 duties and stuff that we would be taking on after the 7 with your father? 
8 plan were put into effect. 8 A. Yes, he was given copies of the document. 
9 Q. Was that plan of succession signed by your 9 Q. Of this settlement? 
10 dad? 10 A. In '08. 
11 A. Well, it was not a - there was not a, quote, 11 Q. In '08? 
12 document "plan of succession." There was a rough draft 12 A. In '08 when I went down, he had copies of the 
13 outline of what was to be done and how it was to be 13 family limited partnership, he had copies of the 
14 done. There was a family limited partnership document 14 compensation agreement, he had copies of the settlement 
15 that had been created. I can't remember if I used one 15 release agreement, as well as an informal outline of how 
16 that had been created by- through Moffatt Thomas or 16 I envisioned things occurring. 
17 from Allan Bosch because he had created -Allan Bosch 17 Q. So, do I understand correctly, then, that in 
18 had - when we were deciding on how to best form an 18 '08 you gave your father a plan of succession and one of 
19 entity for the Locust Grove transaction and gifting, he 19 the documents included the settlement release agreement 
20 had I believe produced limited partnerships as well as 20 form that's dated March 2 of 2009, the Exhibit No. 55? 
21 an LLC as well as a trust document back in '02 when we 21 A. That's the date I dated it when I got-
22 were doing that. 22 signed it and had it notarized on March 3rd. 
23 Moffatt Thomas I know did the compensation and 23 Q. But I understand in '08 you gave him this 
24 release settlement agreement in like '06 or something 24 form. It was not filled in or signed? 
25 like that. And I had a couple of different 25 A. Yes, correct. 
------------~-----------------------~ 
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1 Q. And he never signed it? 
2 A. No, not - not as far as I know, right. 
3 Q. He never delivered it to you signed? 
4 A. No. 
5 Q. And then in March of 2009 you went ahead and 
6 signed it with the power of attorney? 
7 A. I went ahead and signed everything in plans 
8 that it would be approved by him and we would move 
9 forward. By the end of March, before anything was done, 
1 O he mailed me a letter that said he revoked my power of 
11 attorney. 
12 Q. All right. Do you know whether your father 
13 ever gave a settlement and release agreement such as the 
14 kind that you got in 2003 to Gene for his injury? 
15 A. No. 
16 
17 
Q. Do you know or -
A. No, I do not know. 
18 Q. Do you know whether such a settlement and 
19 release agreement was given to your brother Doug for his 
20 injury? 
21 A. No, I do not know. 
22 THE WITNESS: Would it be okay if we took a 
23 little break? 
24 MR. CLARK: Sure, let's do that. 
25 (Recess held.) 
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1 MR. CLARK: Back on the record. I'm 
2 suggesting that we mark as a separate Exhibit No. 56 the 
3 settlement and release agreement dated the 10th day of 
4 March, 2003, a copy of which is attached to the 
5 Counterclaim that was filed by Brian and Robyn in this 
6 matter. 
7 MR. THARP: That's fine. 
8 MR. CLARK: Okay. 
9 MR. THARP: And the Counterclaim is Exhibit 
1 O No. 52; correct? 
11 MR. CLARK: And the Counterclaim is 52, yes. 
12 (Exhibits 56 and 57 marked.) 
13 (Discussion held off the record.) 
14 MR. THARP: I'm talking about the 2009 
15 release. So, we've got Exhibit No. 55. Can I get 
16 confirmation, is the release dated, between Brian 
17 Watkins and Arthur Watkins, dated the 2nd day of March 
18 2009? 
19 MR. RICHARDS: Correct. 
20 MR. THARP: Okay. And 56 is another 
21 settlement and release agreement between the same 
22 parties dated the 10th day of March, 2003? 
23 MR. RICHARDS: Correct. 
24 MR. THARP: And 57 -
25 MR. CLARK: Is a compensation agreement. 
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1 MR. THARP: Compensation agreement. Right, 
2 okay. I'm sorry. Okay, I've got it. 
3 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Mr. Watkins, you've been 
4 handed what is marked Exhibit No. 57; is that correct? 
5 A. Yes. 
6 Q. Does that appear to you to be a document 
7 labeled "Compensation Agreement" and the first paragraph 
8 says: "This compensation agreement (the agreement) 
9 dated the 2nd day of March, 2009, is entered into 
1 O between Arthur Donald Watkins (payor) and Brian Dale 
11 Watkins (payee)"; is that correct? 
12 A. Yes. 
13 Q. Do you recognize this document? 
14 A. Yes. 
15 Q. If you would, turn to page 3. Do you see 
16 where it says "Payor''? 
17 A. Yes. 
18 Q. And is that your signature? 
19 A. I signed my father's name as attorney-in-fact, 
20 yes. 
21 Q. And the notary is a Julie Pinkos; is that 
22 correct? 
23 A. Yes. 
24 Q. Do you know where she is employed or where she 
25 is located? 
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1 A I believe she was working for US Bank, I 
2 believe was the bank I went to. 
3 Q .. Her name is spelled J-u-1-i-e P-i-n-k-e-s; is 
4 that correct? 
5 A That's what it appears to be. 
6 Q. And if you look at the notary stamp it's 
7 P-i-n-k-o-s. 
8 A Correct. 
9 Q. How did this document come about? 
10 A I executed it in anticipation that my father 
11 would approve the plan of succession. 
12 Q. And your father never did approve that; did 
13 he? 
14 A. He never disapproved it either. 
15 Q. Well, what do you mean by that? 
16 A He never said no, he didn't like it, didn't 
17 want to do it, either. 
18 Q. To you? 
19 A To anyone as far as I know. 
20 Q. If you would, turn to Exhibit No. 22, which is 
21 the First Amended Complaint. Do you have that before 
22 you? 
23 A Yes, I do. 
24 Q. And if you would, turn to paragraph 53. 
25 A Page? 










Q. On page 10. 
A. (Witness complied.) 
MR. THARP: Pardon me, Counsel? What -
MR. CLARK: Paragraph 53 on page 10. 
MR. THARP: Which exhibit again? 
THE WITNESS: The First Amended Complaint, 
7 Exhibit No. 22. 






MR. CLARK: Do you have it? 
MR. THARP: What page? 
THE WITNESS: Page 10. 
MR. THARP: Okay. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Do you see in paragraph 53 
14 there it states: "On or about March 2, 2009, 
15 approximately one week before Plaintiff revoked the 
16 power of attorney, Brian, using the power of attorney 
17 executed a document entitled 'Compensation Agreement' in 
18 favor of himself and purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff. 
19 The compensation agreement purports to obligate 
20 Plaintiff to pay to Brian the sum of $3,000 per month 
21 for life, 'in consideration of the lifetime of work' 
22 Brian performed for Plaintiff and because Brian was 
23 'solely employed' by Plaintiff, 'for a number of years 
24 without the benefit of a qualified retirement program.' 
25 Upon Brian's death, the compensation agreement purports 
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1 to obligate Plaintiff to make the monthly $3,000 payment 
2 to Brian's wife, Robynlee, for her life. The payment 
3 obligation purports to become a debt of Plaintiffs 
4 estate if Plaintiff predeceases Brian and is to be 
5 adjusted for inflation." 
6 Did I read that correctly? 
7 A. Yes, that's the way it's worded. I would like 
8 to point out that I was not - my power of attorney was 
9 not revoked until March 26th or 27th. I believe the 
1 O letter he gave me was dated March 24th and I believe it 
11 was two or three days after it was dated that it was 
12 actually given to me. 
13 Q. Is it your testimony that you had no knowledge 
14 that he was revoking the power of attorney prior to the 
15 moment you received that letter? 
16 A. Yes. 
17 Q. Then if you would, turn to page 17, 
18 paragraph 89. 
19 A. Okay. 
20 Q. Where it says: "On information belief, Brian, 
21 Robynlee, Gene, and Doug knew or had reason to believe 
22 that the settlement and release agreement and 
23 compensation agreements were being executed by Brian 
24 outside the scope of authority of the power of attorney, 
25 against Plaintiffs interests, and without Plaintiffs 
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1 knowledge or against his wishes." 
2 Did I read that correctly? 
3 A. Yes, you read it correctly. 
4 Q. Is it your testimony that at the time that you 
5 signed the compensation agreement, which is Exhibit 
6 No. 57, you did not know that your power of attorney was 
7 about to be revoked? 
8 A. That is correct. And Robynlee, Gene, and Doug 
9 were not aware that those documents were executed until 
10 sometime after I received notice of revocation. 
11 Q. So, you did not discuss or talk to Robynlee, 
12 Gene, or Doug about the compensation agreements that you 
13 signed on their behalf prior to the time you signed the 
14 documents? 
15 A. I did not sign it on their behalf. And no, 
16 they did -- they were unaware of the documents. 
17 Q. Okay, perhaps I misspoke. I should say, for 
18 their benefit? 
19 A. Yes, they were unaware of the document being 
20 executed. 
21 Q. Do you know when they first became aware that 
22 those documents had been executed? 
23 A. I believe I showed it to Gene and George 
24 sometime in the - during the summer of 2009 because 
25 they existed, even though nothing had ever been paid on 
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1 them. 
2 Q. Would you interpret paragraph 89 that your 
3 father disapproved of these compensation agreements? 
4 A. Yes, he's saying that it was against his 
5 wishes, so I assume that he -
6 Q. So, you're aware now that your father 
7 disapproved of those? 
8 A. Yes. 
9 Q. And did I understand your testimony that you 
10 signed these agreements subject to your father's 
11 approval? 
12 A. Yes. 
13 Q. What does that mean to you? What do you 
14 understand that to mean? 
15 A. It means that if he decided and he didn't want 
16 to do this plan of succession and Robyn and I wouldn't 
17 be fulfilling the duties that were intended, that they 
18 would not be effective. 
19 Q. Well, now that you know, are you withdrawing 
20 your claim to have the compensation agreement enforced? 
21 A. With regard to the documents dated March 2, 
22 2009, yes. 
23 Q. All right. But not as to the 2003 settlement 
24 agreement; is that correct? 
25 A. No, that's correct. 
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1 Q. All right. Well, let's mark the others. 1 A. My copy says "Arnold Douglas Watkins (payee)." 
2 (Exhibit 58 marked.} 
3 THE WITNESS: Excuse me, is that not the same 
4 as 57? 
5 MR. CLARK: Oh, I'm sorry, it is. We gave you 
6 the wrong one. 
7 MR. RICHARDS: This one is heavier. 
8 THE WITNESS: Is there something attached to 
9 it? 
10 MR. RICHARDS: It's got the POA. 
11 THE WITNESS: The general power of attorney is 
12 . attached to that. 
13 MR. RICHARDS: Does that matter to you, that 
14 it has the power of attorney attached to it? 
15 MR. CLARK: That's the way I got them. Okay, 
16 let's -- can we agree to mark this as 57? 
17 THE WITNESS: That would be 59. 
2 Q. Excuse me, you're right. 
3 A. Yes, with an attached power of attorney. 
4 Q. And do you know how this document came about? 
5 A. Yes. 
6 Q. Explain it to me, if you would, please. 
7 A. I had prepared a document of what had occurred 
8 and was my understanding what was to occur and to 
9 continue with regards to the working relationship, the 
10 working relationship and compensation of Doug. 
11 Q. And if you look at page 5 of 5, is that 
12 your - excuse me, not 5 of 5. I'm looking at page 3. 
13 Is that your signature for Arthur Donald Watkins? 
14 A. Yes, I signed my father's name, yes. 
15 a. As attorney-in-fact? 
16 A. Yes. 
17 Q. And did you prepare this document? 
18 MR. CLARK: This is the compensation 18 A. It was prepared by one of his attorneys. 
19 agreement. 19 a. Was it prepared --
20 THE WITNESS: The next one in number is 59. 20 A. I signed it. 
21 MR. CLARK: Excuse me, it would be 58. 21 a. Was it prepared by one of his attorneys at his 
22 THE WITNESS: 59. 22 request? 
23 MR. RICHARDS: Well, we made a mistake on - 23 A. No, it was at my - it was at my request to 
24 MR. CLARK: Well, I'm going to withdraw 58. 24 document what had been occurring in case my father died. 
25 THE WITNESS: I'm saying 58 still exists 25 Q. Would your testimony about your father not 
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1 because it's different than 57 in the fact that it has 1 approving of this document and requesting that it be 
2 the power of attorney attached. So, it is different. 
3 MR. CLARK: All right. So, let's leave that, 
4 then. 57 is the compensation agreement to Brian with 
5 the power of attorney or without? Help me out. 
6 MR. THARP: Okay, it appears that 58 has the 
7 power of attorney attached. 57 is identical to the 
8 first three pages of 58 but with no attachment. 
9 MR. CLARK: Okay. 
10 MR. THARP: Am I correct? 
11 THE WITNESS: That's the way I see it. 
12 MR. THARP: Okay. 
13 MR. CLARK: So, 58 has the power of attorney. 
14 57 does not have it. 
15 THE WITNESS: Correct. 
16 MR. CLARK: Okay, let's mark this one 59, 
2 nullified that you gave with respect to your own 
3 compensation agreement be the same with respect to this 
4 compensation agreement? 
5 A. No. 
6 a. How is it different? 
7 A. No, because this one and the one for Gene was 
8 created to document what had occurred and what was my 
9 understanding to continue to occur regarding their 
10 compensation from my father. 
11 Q. Okay. 
12 A. Wherein my and Robyn's compensation agreements 
13 were documented - were created in anticipation of what 
14 was to occur and the additional duties that we were to 
15 take on regarding the family limited partnership. 
16 Q. And those never came about; is that correct? 
17 then. 17 A. No, no. 
18 (Exhibit 59 marked.} 18 a. It is correct or is not correct? 
19 Q. (BY MR. CLARK} You've been handed Exhibit 19 A. It is correct that we never assumed those 
20 No. 59; have you not? 20 duties. 
21 A. Yes, I have. 21 (Exhibit 60 marked.) 
22 Q. Does that appear to be a "Compensation 22 a. (BY MR. CLARK) You've been handed what is 
23 Agreement" dated the 2nd day of March, 2009, entered 23 marked as Exhibit No. 60; is that correct? 
24 into by and "between Arthur Donald Watkins (payer} and 24 A. Yes. 
25 Donald Eugene Watkins (payee}"? 25 a. Does that appear to be a "Compensation 
---·------··-··--------------------------------------




1 Agreement" dated March 2, 2009, by and "between Arthur 
2 Donald Watkins (payor) and Robynlee Watkins (payee)"? 
3 A. Yes. 
4 Q. And if I understand correctly, then, it's your 
5 testimony that this was to be compensation for 
6 additional duties that Robyn would undertake if the 
7 estate plan that you presented to your father had been 
8 implemented? 
9 A. If the plan of succession that I had given my 
1 O father were implemented, yes. 
11 Q. And it's your testimony it was never 
12 implemented? 
13 A. That is correct. So, this would be null and 
14 void, I guess, or however you word it. 
15 Q. Ineffective? 
16 A. Ineffective, yeah. 
17 Q. All right. If you would, take a look at 
18 page 3 of Exhibit No. 60. Is that your signature as 
19 attorney-in-fact for your father on page 3? 
20 A. Yes, that's my - I signed his name, yes. 
21 (Exhibit 61 marked.) 
22 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You have been handed what is 
23 marked as Exhibit No. 61; is that correct? 
24 A. Yes. 
25 Q. Does that appear to be a "Compensation 
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1 Agreement" dated the 2nd day of March, 2009, by and 
2 "between Arthur Donald Watkins (payor) and Donald Eugene 
3 Watkins (payee)"? 
4 A. Yes. 
5 Q. And is that your signature on page 3 of this 
6 document as attorney-in-fact for Arthur Donald Watkins? 
7 A. Yes. 
8 Q. And was this document created at the same time 
9 that Exhibit Nos. 57, 58, 59, and 60 were created? 
10 A. Yes. 
11 Q. Now, if I understand your testimony with 
12 respect to Exhibit No. 59, that's the compensation 
13 agreement for Douglas, that was to continue a 
14 compensation plan for Douglas that your father had 
15 previously implemented; is that correct? 
16 A. 59 documented what had occurred and what I was 
17 told was to occur after my father passed away. 
18 Q. And Exhibit No. 61 with respect to Eugene, 
19 would your testimony be the same? 
20 A. Yes. 
21 Q. Now, did you tell your father that you were 
22 going to prepare Exhibit Nos. 59 and 61? 
23 A. As soon as they were being prepared. 
24 Q. When did you tell him that they were being 
25 prepared? 
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1 A. He would have known that when I gave him the 
2 final succession and --
3 Q. Did he instruct you to implement that plan of 
4 succession? 
5 A. He never said anything one way or the other 
6 regarding it when I asked him about it. 
7 Q. So, he never said "yes" and he never said 
8 "no"? 
9 A. Correct. 
1 O Q. So, is it correct or true, then, that your 
11 father never approved of these documents? 
12 A. As far as I know, that would be correct. 
13 Q. And now you know based on this lawsuit that 
14 he's now disapproving of them; do you not? 
15 A. Yes, he's changed his position, but yes. 
16 Q. And as far as you know, your father is asking 
17 that these be null and void; is that correct? 
18 A. Yes, even though that's what happened and what 
19 was supposed to have happened. 
20 Q. Now, help me understand what you mean by ''what 
21 was supposed to have happened." 
22 A. Well, I was told that we would be - that they 
23 would continue to receive what they had been paid for 
24 the work that they had done as retirement, since there 
25 was no retirement plan for - that the way Dad had set 
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1 things up and had them paid, they wouldn't be getting 
2 Social Security or anything because there had been no 
3 taxes paid on their compensation, that they would be 
4 compensated for life. Through the attorney's 
5 recommendation and George's recommendation, it was set 
6 up to cover the wife - the spouse, as well as cost of 
7 living adjustments. 
8 Q. Is it your testimony that George was involved 
9 in the creation of these documents? 
10 A. Yes, he's the one who suggested that the wives 
11 be included, be covered. And I was informed by Sharon 
12 that I was supposed to have done one of these for George 
13 as well, but nobody ever told me to. 
14 Q. You never had Eugene sign an acceptance of 
15 this agreement; did you? 
16 A. An acceptance? No, 1-- no. 
17 Q. And you never had Douglas sign an acceptance 
18 of this agreement; did you? 
19 A. I didn't know we needed to. No, I did not. 
20 Q. And you never had Robyn sign an acceptance of 
21 her agreement; did you? 
22 A. No, because I didn't - one, I didn't know 
23 they were needed, and it was subject to the plan - mine 
24 and hers was subject to the plan of succession and 
25 additional duties we were to perform. 




1 Q. Did you seek legal advice when you had these 
2 agreements prepared? 
3 A They were drafted by the attorney firm of 
4 Moffatt Thomas. 
5 Q. Do you recall who it was there? 
6 A No, it was either John or Bob. John Ward or 
7 Bob Burns. 
8 Q. Was Doug receiving $3,000 a month for his --
9 A Yes. 
10 Q. -- employment by your father? 
11 A Yes. 
12 Q. And Eugene was receiving $3,000 a month for 
13 his employment by your father? 
14 A A portion of which was paid by Crestview, yes. 
15 Q. And you were receiving $3,000 a month? 
16 A For the settlement agreement, yes. 
17 Q. But yours was not for your employment, yours 
18 was for your injury? 
19 A Correct. 
20 Q. So, there would be no retirement based on your 
21 injury payments; would there? 
22 A No, but the settlement agreement called for a 
23 lifetime. So, you know, it wasn't retirement because it 
24 wasn't for work. 
25 Q. So, is it your testimony that Eugene was not 
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1 being compensated for his injury? 
2 A I don't know how you want to call it. I call 
3 it for a lifetime of work and injuries sustained while 
4 he was working because, you know, he fell off the roof 
5 while he was working for my father. As far as I know, 
6 Gene was never employed by anyone but my father for -
7 everything, as far as I can recall, he always worked for 
8 my father. 
9 Q. And what about Doug? 
1 O A I know he works for my father - early on he 
11 worked for my father in '73, '74 in the nursing home. 
12 And he began working for my father again when he 
13 acquired the ranch in '84. I don't know. I know that 
14 he was on the ranch -- or excuse me, he was on the 
15 Locust Grove property prior to '84. And whether or not 
16 there was any compensation, I don't know, because I 
17 didn't begin doing my father's books until I believe it 
18 was '84. 
19 Q. Well, isn't it true that Doug also had his 
20 independent contracting business? 
21 A Yes, he also did other work. 
22 Q. So, it wasn't just for your father, then? 
23 A Before '84 he worked for other people. 
24 From '84 till we sold the ranch in 2000 I know he didn't 
25 work -- I'm sure he didn't work for anybody else but my 
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1 father. After we sold the ranch in 2000, I know that he 
2 also worked for other people or did work for other 
3 entities. 
4 Q. And you're now aware because of your father's 
5 Complaint against you that he is asking that all of 
6 these compensation agreements be declared null and void; 
7 are you not? 
8 A. Yes. 
9 Q. In your Answer to the Complaint which is 
10 Exhibit No. 52 --
11 A. Okay. 
12 Q. Let me call your attention to paragraph 28 of 
13 your Answer. 
14 A. Can you give me a page number to shoot for. 
15 Q. Page 8. 
16 A. Thank you. That was? The paragraph again 
17 was? 
18 Q. Paragraph 28. 
19 A. Okay. 
20 Q. Well, let's back up. Let's go back to 
21 paragraph 27. 
22 A. Okay. 
23 Q. You make the statement at paragraph 27, it 
24 says: "As to the allegations set forth in paragraph 33 
25 of the Complaint, Defendants admit that the money being 
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1 paid under the children's real estate contracts were 
2 divided into two portions, the Plaintiffs portion and 
3 the Husband's Trust. Defendant Brian D. Watkins stopped 
4 making payments to the Plaintiff at or about the time he 
5 stopped receiving payments from Plaintiff under his 
6 injury settlement. Defendant Brian D. Watkins continued 
7 making payments to the Husband's Trust until 
8 approximately December of 2011, but due to his financial 
9 circumstances is unable to continue making the payment 
1 O at this time. Defendants are without sufficient 
11 information and knowledge to either admit or deny the 
12 allegations relating to Doug or Gene, or the exact 
13 amount owing in paragraph 33 and, therefore, deny the 
14 same." 
15 I'm calling your attention to paragraph 33 of 
16 the Amended Complaint. The allegation is made that: 
17 "At Florence's death, the monthly payments on the 
18 children's notes were split between Plaintiff and the 
19 Husband's Trust. On information and belief, Brian and 
20 Doug are paying only the Husband's Trust payments and 
21 not Plaintiffs payments, and Gene is paying neither 
22 Plaintiff nor the Husband's Trust. In the aggregate, as 
23 of September 30, 2011, the amount owing on the 
24 children's notes is approximately $646,715, plus 
25 interest and late fees." Do you see that number? 




1 A. Yes. 
2 Q. Do you know how much you owe under that real 
3 estate contract? 
4 A. Exactly as of today? No. 
5 Q. Okay. 
6 A. I know the figure that's stated here for the 
7 combined combination of Gene, Doug, and myself appears 
8 to be about what I would expect it to be. 
9 Q. And that would be the principal balance; would 
10 it? 
11 A. And any outstanding balance or whatever was 
12 due at that time. 
13 Q. Including interest at that time? 
14 A. I'm not sure exactly as far as the interest 
15 payment. I know that the interest should have been as 
16 of-for the Husband's Trust portion, there shouldn't 
17 have been any outstanding interest. Of course, there 
18 would be outstanding interest for my father's portion 
19 for whatever period of time, I think I made my last 
20 payment like in April of '09 on, there would be whatever 
21 interest would be accrued since then. 
22 As far as, the same would be with Doug, the 
23 same with Gene, but I don't know when Gene discontinued 
24 making his payments. 
25 Q. Other than the fact that you were unable to 
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1 continue making your payments due to your financial 
2 circumstances, was there any other reason at that time 
3 why you - which caused you to stop making the payments? 
4 A. In September of '11, yes, I couldn't make the 
5 payments anymore. I couldn't afford it. 
6 Q. Other than the fact you couldn't afford it, 
7 was there any other reason that you stopped making --
8 A. As far as the Husband's Trust portion, no. 
9 Q. What about your father's portion? 
10 A. I stopped paying it because he quit - stopped 
11 paying me. 
12 Q. And by that you mean he stopped paying you the 
13 $3,000? 
14 A. The settlement, the amount he agreed to in the 
15 settlement agreement, yes. 
16 Q. So, you tied one to the other in your own 
17 mind? 
18 A. Yeah. Why should I pay him when he owes me 
19 more than I owe him? So, yes, I guess in my mind then I 
20 tied this, I associated it. 





A. The First Amended Complaint? 
Q. - of the Answer. 
A. Oh, the Answer. 
Q. Of the Answer. I believe that's it. 
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1 A. On this one here? Okay. 
2 Q. Page 8, paragraph 28. 
3 A. Okay. 
4 Q. At the end of that paragraph, the last 
5 sentence, you say: "Plaintiff had access to his bank 
6 accounts and was provided with updated information about 
7 his finances and accounts whenever there was a material 
8 change affecting his estate plan as Plaintiff had 
9 prearranged with Defendant Brian D. Watkins." 
10 Did I read that correctly? 
11 A. Yes. 
12 Q. What did you mean by that? 
13 A. My father had told me what -- explained to me 
14 what his estate plan was regarding his assets as well as 
15 the assets of the trust. And I know he had access to 
16 his accounts, personal accounts and D Bar W account and 
17 the Access account via the Internet because he had 
18 called me and asked me about a particular item, a 
19 particular check that had not even -- that I had not 
20 received the bank statement for yet, and he wanted to 
21 know what the payment was for and so I told him. And he 
22 had looked on the Internet. So, he knew what his 
23 balances were and what the in's and the out's were on 
24 his accounts. As far as the Husband's Trust, he didn't 
25 have access to those because he was not a signer. 
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Q. So, when you refer to "he had access to his 
2 accounts," you mean his personal accounts? 
3 A. As well as the D Bar W account and the Access 
4 account, yes. All accounts that he had any ownership 
5 interest in. 
6 Q. When did he tell you his estate plan? 
7 A. Oh, it started back in '79 when he asked me to 
8 become a trustee. 
9 Q. Okay. 
1 O A. His estate tax plan was that everything that 
11 my mother had put into her trust was to go to the 
12 children. He planned on - based upon his standard of 
13 living, minus except for any major medical ending 
14 expenses and stuff like that, he expected there to be a 
15 sizable amount still left in his estate and that was to 
16 go and be split amongst the six children upon his death. 
17 It would go into trust. He created a trust similar to 
18 my mother's trust. It would either be administered to 
19 the trust or paid out as the trust had provisions for. 
20 Q. So, what do you mean when you say that: 
21 "Plaintiff was provided with updated information about 
22 his finances and accounts whenever there was a material 
23 change affecting his estate plan"? 
24 A. Oh, whenever there was a substantial change, 
25 anything major occurred, major, say like anything over 
'-----------------~---------~~---------~--------~------~---




1 was $2,800 that had been agreed to, then the interest 
2 would be capped at the $2,800. 
3 Q. So the second verbal amendment, then, was 
4 to put a cap on the interest? 
5 A. Yes. I don't remember exactly what date, 
6 but those were the -- were two items that were agreed 
7 upon that are not consistent with the document. 
8 Q. Okay. Was -- were those two items that 
9 were agreed upon applicable to each of the contracts 
10 with you and your siblings --
11 A. Yes. 
12 Q. -- or just yours? 
13 A. No, all of them. 
14 Q. Okay. 
15 A. The second item that I mentioned was mostly 
16 because of the way I calculated Gene's. 
17 Q. Because --
18 A. Gene had borrowed more money personally 
19 than the rest of us had. So when the $2,800 a month --
20 Dad decided on that payment, it was used as kind of a 
21 medium shot to be interest only at the time. If I 
22 remember correctly, myself, Doug, and Pat, the $2,800 
23 was fine to cover the amount of interest that was due. 
24 And Sharon, Gene, and Janet, it was not sufficient to 
25 cover the interest due. 
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1 if I remember correctly. 
2 Q. By you to your mother's trust? 
3 A. Yes. 
4 Q. Okay. The payments that were being made by 
5 your father to you under the settlement agreement --
6 A. Yes. 
7 Q. - what was the source of that money? 
8 A. I don't mean to be smart, but Dad's 
9 checking account. At the time, whether the money camE 
10 from excess proceeds over what he received on the 
11 monthly payment, versus what his underlying debt was, 
12 or cattle sales, there was no distinction made that 
13 this payment is from here and this payment is from 
14 there. 
15 Everything he operated was -- mostly was a 
16 sole proprietorship. And to me -- so it was all his 
17 personal money. And we never said that "This payment 
18 is from this. This payment is from that." It's just 
19 the money came from his collective pocket per se. 
20 Q. Okay. So there was more than one bank 
21 account, was there not? 
22 A. That's correct. 
23 Q. There was a bank account that was Access? 
24 A. Yes, it was created after Access was 
25 purchased. 
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1 So rather than to have the amount increase 1 Q. Was Barritz operated out of the Access 
2 of what they owed, it was agreed that that would be -- 2 account, or was there a separate account for Barritz? 
3 the interest would be capped at the payment. 3 A. No, there was no separate account for 
4 Q. Okay. Is the purchase price fully paid on 4 Barritz. 
5 your contract? 5 Q. Okay. And there's a Farmers & Merchants 
6 A. No. 6 account? 
7 Q. Do you know how much is unpaid, remains 7 A. There were accounts at - over the years 
8 unpaid? 8 there were accounts at First Interstate, Farmers & 
9 A. Not exactly, no. 9 Merchants, U.S. Bank. My dad had an account at First 
1 O Q. What's your best estimate? 1 O Security. Those are the ones that I remember off the 
11 A. There's different -- what I owe on my 11 top of my head. 
12 mother's trust versus what I owe on my father are 12 Q. Payments that were made to you for your 
13 different. 13 settlement, the $3,000 per month for your settlement, 
14 Q. And how is that? 14 came from your dad's money? 
15 A. Because I continued making payments to my 15 A. Correct. 
16 mother's trust as long as I could. And I discontinued 16 Q. Those checks were written by you upon his 
17 making payments to my father when he discontinued his 17 accounts; is that correct? 
18 obligation to me under the settlement agreement for my 18 A. Yeah, per his instructions. 
19 personal injury. 19 Q. Okay. All right. He didn't personally 
20 Q. Do you recall when that was? 20 write a check --
21 A. I believe the payments to my father from 21 A. No. 
22 myself, there was an April payment. I believe that was 22 Q. -- on his personal account to you? 
23 the last one, April of 2009. 23 A. No. And I did not personally write every 
24 And if I remember correctly, the payments 24 check either. 
25 to my mother's trust continued until November of '11, 25 Q. Okay. Did --
~----------------------------~-------------~------- --~ 
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1 yourdad? 
2 A. No, I don't. 
3 Q. Do you recall what kind of work he did for 
4 yourdad? 
5 A. Much like I had done, odds and ends, this and 
6 that as he requested things be done. 
7 Q. Do you know whether Doug ever had work outside 
8 of working for your dad? 
9 A. Yes. 
10 Q. And what do you recall about that? 
11 A. He did excavation work, contract excavation 
12 work. 
13 Q. When he was doing the contract excavation work 
14 was he using your dad's equipment? 
15 A. I believe so, sometimes. 
16 Q. Do you know whether he had any of his own 
17 independent equipment? 
18 A. Some of it. 
19 Q. Did Brian work for your dad? 
20 A. Yes. 
21 Q. And do you recall when he started working for 
22 yourdad? 
23 A. I don't. 
24 
25 
Q. Do you recall what he did for your dad? 
A. He was an assistant and then Brian ended up 
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1 being his manager and took care of everything for him. 
2 Q. Can you recall when that started, that 
3 process? 
4 A. (Witness shaking head.) 
5 Q. Okay. 
6 MR. SCHILLER: You need to answer audibly. 
7 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) "Yes" or "no," please. 
8 A. I don't know. 
9 MR. CLARK: Let me mark Exhibit No. 2. 
10 (Exhibit 2 marked.) 
11 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Have you had a chance to look 
12 at Exhibit No. 2? 
13 A. Yeah, briefly. 
14 Q. I've handed you a document that's labeled 
15 "Compensation Agreement" and is "dated the 2nd day of 
16 March, 2009, entered into between Arthur Donald Watkins 
17 (payer) and Donald Eugene Watkins, (payee)." Do you 
18 recall seeing this agreement before? 
19 A. Yes. 
20 Q. Do you recall when it was that you first saw 
21 it? 
22 A. Sometime after March of 2009. 
23 Q. Do you know how this document came into 
24 existence? 
25 A. Well, partially this represented my 
1 understanding of what my dad was doing for me in 1993. 
2 It just took a long time, as usual, for any paperwork to 
3 get done. 
4 Q. Do you know why there was such a long gap 
5 between 1993 and the creation of this document in 2009? 
6 A. Other than just normal operating procedure. 
7 Q. No specific reason for it? 
8 A. No, nothing in particular. 
9 Q. Do you know whether your - did you ever 
10 discuss this agreement with your dad? 
11 A. No. 
12 Q. Did you ever discuss this agreement with 
13 anyone else? 
14 A. This particular written document? 
15 Q. Yes. 
16 A. No. 
17 
18 
Q. Did you ever discuss this document with Brian? 
A. Not that I recall. 
19 Q. Do you know whether your dad actually approved 
20 of Brian signing this document on behalf of your dad? 
21 A. I don't know. 
22 Q. What is your understanding of this agreement? 
23 A. Again, this kind of formulated - or formally 
24 represents what I had been receiving since 1993. 
25 Paperwork was never my dad's strong suit. And if he 
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1 could not do something for as long as he could to do it, 
2 that's how long he took to do it. There are other 
3 references to this payment in other legal documents that 
4 I've seen where he himself references that and 
5 represents that. And this just kind of formalizes what 
6 had been my understanding all along. 
7 Q. When you say you've seen references in other 
8 documents, what other documents are you referring to? 
9 A. Some of his divorce papers with Stella -- I'm 
1 O sorry, with Leila. 
11 Q. You actually signed an affidavit in that 
12 proceeding; did you not? 
13 A. I did. 
14 Q. And we'll get to that in a minute. Is it your 
15 understanding that your dad in 1993 intended to give yo1i 
16 $3,000 per month for the rest of your life? 
17 A. Oh, I don't recall back, what my thoughts were 
18 back at that point in time. 
19 Q. No, I'm asking what your dad's thoughts were. 
20 A. I have no idea what my dad's thoughts were. 
21 Q. Do you know whether your dad intended that 
22 upon your death your wife would be paid $3,000 a montl 
23 for the rest of her life? 
24 A. I don't know what my dad's thoughts were. 
25 Q. In this lawsuit, that's the reason we're here; 
~------------~- -------~---~--~--~---------~------··-------~ 
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1 right? There's a lawsuit pending where your dad has 
2 sued you. And your dad is claiming that he did not 
3 authorize this particular compensation agreement; isn't 
4 that correct? 
5 A. That's probably what it's -
6 Q. I'm just saying that's what he's alleging. 
7 A. Yeah. 
8 Q. You did not make a claim asking that your dad 
9 be required to enforce this agreement; did you? 
10 A. I have not, no. 
11 Q. And why not? 
12 A. Atthis pointin time I didn't think it would 
13 do any good. 
14 Q. Are you waiving any right, any claim to it? 
15 A. No. 
16 Q. I mean, it's not your intent to just give it 
17 up and walk away from it? 
18 A. That is correct. 
19 Q. All right. Do you intend to make a claim for 
20 it or do you know at this point? 
21 A. I don't know at this point. 
22 Q. Okay. 
23 (Exhibit 3 marked.) 
24 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You have been handed what 
25 appears to be an "Affidavit of Donald Eugene Watkins, In 
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1 The Second Judicial District Court of Davis County, 
2 Farmington Department, State of Utah." And ifs in the 
3 matter of "Leila Pauline Watkins, Petitioner vs. Arthur 
4 Donald Watkins, Respondent"; is that correct? 
5 A. Yes. 
6 Q. Do you recall this document? 
7 A. I do roughly, yes. 
8 Q. Do you recall signing this document? 
9 A. I don't, but I see my signature there. 
10 Q. And it's dated May 29, 1998; is that correct? 
11 A. That's correct. 
12 Q. You've made reference to a document in your 
13 dad's divorce. Would this be the document you were 
14 thinking of? 
15 A. That would be the document. 
16 Q. At paragraph 2 of the document it states: "On 
17 November 25, 1976, while working for the respondent, 
18 your affiant fell from the hangar roof and suffered a 
19 brain concussion, cracked vertebrae in the neck and 
20 back." 
21 Did I read that correctly? 
22 A. Yes. 
23 Q. Is that an accurate statement? 
24 A. As far as it goes. 
25 Q. And you testified that you had also had some 
e 
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1 impairment in your ears or your hearing; is that 
2 correct? 
3 A. Well, it wasn't impairment to hearing, it was 
4 a perilymph fistula. It was a rupture in one of the 
5 semicircular canals which affects equilibrium and 
6 creates vertigo, makes you like seasick, nauseous. When 
7 you turn your head, it keeps spinning. 
8 Q. And as I understand your prior testimony, you 
9 did not know of the existence of this part of your 
1 O injury when you signed this affidavit; is that accurate? 
11 A. No, I did know about it by 1998. Well, let's 
12 see. When was that? Let's see, what date was this 
13 signed? Well, the date when this was signed was - when 
14 was it signed? Actually, that's correct, I did not 
15 know. 
16 Q. The date on it-
17 A. Oh, dated May 29, 1998. By that date, yes, I 
18 did know. 
19 Q. How did this document come about; do you 
20 recall? 
21 A. It was given to me. I don't remember who gave 
22 itto me. 
23 Q. Somebody else wrote it and gave it to you and 
24 asked you to sign it? 
25 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. Do you recall where you were at the time you 
2 signed it? 
3 A. I was probably here in Boise. 
4 Q. Paragraph 3, it states: "As a result of the 
5 injuries, your affiant was left with limited motion of 
6 the neck and back, and the right hemisphere of the head, 
7 face and neck were numb along with several fingers." 
8 Did I read that correctly? 
9 A. You did. 
1 O Q. Were those - is that accurate? Is that 
11 statement accurate? 
12 A. That was - that's an accurate statement. 
13 Q. And in paragraph 4 it states: ''Your affiant 
14 has seen some improvement since receiving the injuries, 
15 but the resultant side effects and problems remain and 
16 reoccur today and there is no prognosis for any change." 
17 Did I read that correctly? 
18 A. Yeah. 
19 Q. Is that an accurate statement? 
20 A. That is a true and accurate statement. 
21 Q. And paragraph 5 states: "Since the injury, 
22 your affiant has been unable to perform the original 
23 duties associated with his work for the respondent." 
24 Did I read that correctly? 
25 A. Yeah. 
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1 understanding of this provision? 1 siblings were acting on their behalf as their, quote, 
2 A. So that my dad could effect payment if 2 "nominees"? 
3 somebody failed to make a payment. 
4 Q. Were you and your siblings - or let me back 
5 up. Were you represented by legal counsel at the time 
6 that you signed this agreement? 
7 A. No. 
8 Q. Were your siblings represented? 
9 A. No. 
10 Q. Was your dad represented? 






Q. Do you recall who represented your dad? 
A. Bruce Morgan. 
Q. And was he located in Seattle? 
A. Hewas. 
(Exhibit 6 marked.) 
17 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You've been handed what is 
18 marked Exhibit No. 6. It's labeled "Real Estate 
19 Contract, Undivided 17 Percent Interest in Tenancy in 
20 Common." And it begins by: "This contract is entered 
21 into and effective as of the 31st day of August, 1984, 
22 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, 
23 husband and wife, (hereinafter referred to collectively 
24 as the seller) and Patricia Ann Saliby, Janet LaRue 
25 Thomson, Sharon Marie Wadsworth, Brian Dale Watkins, 
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1 Arnold Douglas Watkins and Donald Eugene Watkins, as 
2 nominees for Leo S. Pavloff and Carolyn L. Pavloff, 
3 husband and wife, (hereinafter referred to collectively 
4 as the purchaser), the parties agreeing as follows." 
5 Did I read that correctly? 
6 A. Yes. 
7 Q. And if you look at the back page, page 14, it 
8 says: "Dated August 31, 1984." 
9 A. Yeah. 
10 Q. And do you see your signature there as one of 
11 the nominees for purchaser? 
12 A. I do. 
13 Q. What is your understanding of the purpose of 
14 this contract? 
15 A. Carolyn and Leo Pavloff were having some 
16 concerns about whether they could or should with their 
17 position as the owner/operator of C&L Concerns of the 
18 nursing home for reimbursement purposes and whatever 
19 else - I don't remember all of those details. So, in 
20 order to proceed to go forward, it was decided to in 
21 order to still give them that opportunity, that should 
22 they choose to exercise it we could proceed by utilizing 
23 the nominee aspect and then they could step in and take 
24 over this contract. 










A. If they chose to so elect. 
Q. All right. 
A. Which they did. 
Q. Did they ever take you out of this agreement? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you recall when that occurred? 
A. Shortly thereafter. 
(Exhibit 7 marked.) 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) I've handed you what is marked 
12 Exhibit No. 7, labeled "Assignment of Real Estate 
13 Contract Receivable From Donald Eugene Watkins"; is that 
14 correct? 
15 A. Yes. 
16 Q. The first paragraph reads: "Arthur Donald 
17 Watkins and Florence R. Watkins own a real estate 
18 contract receivable dated August 31, 1984, (hereinafter 
19 referred to as the contract) from Donald Eugene Watkins. 
20 On July 25, 1988, Don's wife Florence R. Watkins 
21 (Florence) died. At the date of her death, the contract 
22 was the community property of Arthur Donald Watkins and 
23 Florence R. Watkins." 
24 And then it says: "Arthur Donald Watkins was 
25 appointed personal representative of the estate of 
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1 Florence R. Watkins" and then, "as Mrs. Watkins' 
2 community one half interest." 
3 "Wherefore, the undersigned executor of the 
4 estate of Florence R. Watkins hereby assigns, transfers 
5 and sets over to Arthur Donald Watkins as trustee of the 
6 Husband's Trust under the will of Florence R. Watkins, 
7 the estate's entire right, title, and interest in and to 
8 the contract effective as of July 25, 1988." 
9 And the final paragraph says: "The estate of 
10 Florence R. Watkins agrees to execute such other 
11 documents as may be required to convey to Arthur Donald 
12 Watkins as trustee of the Husband's Trust under the will 
13 of Florence R. Watkins, good and marketable title to the 
14 contract." 
15 Did I read that correctly? 
16 A. Yes. 
17 Q. What's your understanding of the purpose of 
18 this document? 
19 A. It was to convey my mother's wish in her will 
20 for the partial funding of the Husband's Trust. 
21 Q. So, at this point in time, then, you had an 
22 obligation to your parents under the real estate 
23 contract; is that correct? 
24 A. That would be correct. 
25 Q. And that's the receivable that's referred to 
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1 in this document; is that correct? 
2 A. Yes. 
3 Q. And that receivable from you was then 
4 transferred to the trust; is that correct? 
5 A. I believe half of it. 
6 Q. Half of it to the Husband's Trust? 
7 A. Yes. 
8 Q. And the other half was then what, retained by 
9 yourdad? 
10 A. I don't recall exactly how all of the trusts 
11 and everything were funded, but it appears here that 
12 half of that contract went to the Husband's Trust and I 
13 believe the other half stayed with him. 
14 Q. There's no actual date of signature on this 
15 document. It appears to state that it's effective 
16 July 25, 1988. Is that consistent with your memory or 
17 do you know? 
18 A. This wasn't done until around 1996. 
19 Q. And what brought this about in 1996? 
20 A. Expiration of limits to complete the funding 
21 of trusts out of the will, I believe. 
22 Q. When your mom died, her will created two 
23 trusts; is that correct? 
24 A. I believe there was a Husband's Trust and an 
25 Exemption Equivalent Trust. 
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1 Q. And some assets from her estate were put into 
2 each of those trusts? 
3 A. Yes. 
4 Q. And your dad was the trustee initially; is 
5 that correct? 
6 A. Yes. 
7 Q. And then at some poif)t in time he resigned? 
8 A. Yes. 
9 Q. And then you and Jay Thomson and George were 
10 appointed as co-trustees; is that correct? 
11 A. No. 
12 Q. Okay, help me understand it. 
13 A. George Wadsworth, myself, and my brother Brian 
14 were appointed co-trustees. 
15 Q. M. that point in time? 
16 A. At that point in time. 
17 Q. And then at a later date Brian resigned and 
18 Jay Thomson replaced him? 
19 A. Correct. 
20 Q. Okay. 
21 (Exhibit 8 marked.) 
22 THE WITNESS: (Reviewing document.) 
23 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Have you had a chance to look 
24 at it? 
25 A. Mm-hmm. 
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1 Q. You've been handed what is marked as Exhibit 
2 No. 8. It's labeled "Amendment to Real Estate 
3 Contract''; is that correct? 
4 A. Yes. 
5 Q. What is your understanding of the purpose of 
6 this agreement, amendment? 
7 A. I believe the purpose of this amendment was to 
8 closer match the funds coming in with the payments out 
9 on the HUD loan. Because the HUD loan would extend for 
10 a further period of time, in order just to keep the ins 
11 and the outs matched, it was stretched out. 
12 Q. And there's a date here on page 2 of 3 -
13 excuse me, on page 3 in the "Acknowledgement" of 
14 December 4, 1997. Is that consistent with your memory 
15 as to when this was done? 
16 A. I don't know otherwise. I have nothing to 
17 tell me otherwise. 
18 Q. You wouldn't dispute the dates, then? 
19 A. No. 
20 Q. On the notaries here? 
21 A. No. No, actually, I didn't even look at 
22 those. (Reviewing document.) Yeah. 
23 Q. Is that consistent with your recollection? 
24 A. I don't have a recollection of it, so I don't 
25 see-
Page 100 
1 Q. So, a better way to put it would be it's not 
2 inconsistent? 
3 A. Correct. 
4 Q. And that is your signature on page 2; is it? 
5 A. Yes. 
6 Q. And at that point in time, then, the payments 
7 were reduced from $5,590 a month down to $2,800 a month? 
8 A. That's what the paper says. 




11 Q. And on the first page, paragraph C, it says: 
12 "Remaining principal balance of $611,000." Is it your 
13 understanding that is the amount that remained unpaid -
14 MR. SCHILLER: I don't think that's what it 
15 says, Counsel. It says: 'The remainder of the purchase 
16 price." I think the $611,000 is referring to the 
17 original purchase price, which is - that's a different 
18 amount. 
19 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) So, your understanding, then, 
20 is that when it says: "Until the remaining principal 
21 balance of $611,000, plus interest," is fully paid, that 
22 was - are you saying that was not the original - that 
23 was not the balance that was then due? 
24 A. No, it is not. 
25 Q. Is that the original -




1 Q. Okay. In paragraph B, this document states 
2 that there's "a current mortgage indebtedness of 
3 approximately $1.6 million" with an amortization of 15 
4 years underlying the "HUD insured loan on the property.' 
5 Is that consistent with your recollection? 
6 A. It would be. 
7 Q. After the second amendment was made did the 
8 cash payments continue to flow to George? 
9 A. I don't know that there was any change in that 
1 O mechanism. 
11 Q. And then George would then distribute the 
12 funds according to this new payment schedule? 
13 A. I would presume so. 
14 Q. Do you know whether he actually did it that 
15 way? 
16 A. I don't --1 never received any documentation 
17 from him showing my amounts. 
18 Q. Did you ever see any balance --
19 A. No. 
20 Q. -- from him showing what you owed? 
21 A. No. 






Q. Did you ever get any kind of accounting --
A. No. 
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1 Q. - on that? Do you know whether your siblings 
2 got any accounting on that? 
3 A. I don't know. 
4 Q. Have you seen the affidavit that was prepared, 
5 declaration prepared by Denise McClure in support of the 
6 Motion For Partial Summary Judgment that was filed by 
7 your dad in this case? 
8 MR. SCHILLER: He hasn't seen it. 
9 MR. CLARK: He has not seen it? 
10 MR. SCHILLER: No. He's got it now. Recently 
11 I delivered it to him, but he hasn't had a chance to -
12 THE WITNESS: I haven't seen it yet. 
13 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You haven't had a chance to 
14 read it? 
15 MR. SCHILLER: No. 
16 THE WITNESS: No. 
17 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Why don't we go ahead and look 
18 at it. I suspect you're going to say you disagree with 
19 it, but that's fine. We need to know. I mean, if you 
20 don't know, if you haven't been told what the balances 
21 are, how they're calculated, then it's pretty hard to 
e 
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1 get them again. 
2 (Discussion held off the record.) 
3 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Mr. Watkins, before we proceed 
4 to Exhibit No. 10, going back to Exhibit No. 9, is that 
5 your signature on the second page? 
6 A. It appears to be. 
7 Q. Now, moving on to Exhibit No. 10, I can tell 
8 you that Denise McClure is an accountant that your 
9 father and the Conservator have hired to assist them 
10 with this lawsuit. Okay? 
11 A. Okay. 
12 Q. She has done some calculations under your 
13 contract or relating to your contract and your contract 
14 obligation for your 13 percent interest in the nursing 
15 home. And according to her calculations your obligation 
16 as of September 30 is $1,593,263.43. And I don't expect 
17 you to comment on that because you already told me you 
18 don't know how much you owe on that agreement. 
19 According to her calculation, she states that 
20 your payment was due on September 1, 2009, and that it 
21 went into default on that date when it was not paid. Do 
22 you recall or do you know whether that payment was made 
23 on September 1 of 2009? 
24 A. I don't know. 
25 Q. Did you ever make the payments directly 
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1 yourself out of your own checking account? 
2 A. No. 
3 Q. So, it was always done through the lease 
4 payment to George and then redistributed to the payment 
5 schedule? 
6 A. That is correct. 
7 Q. Do you know whether that continues to this 
8 day? 
9 A. I don't know. 
1 O Q. Are you receiving any lease payments from C&L 
11 Concerns at this point in time? 
12 A. No. 
13 Q. You and your siblings sold your interest in 
14 the nursing home in 2004; is that correct? 
15 A. That is correct. 
16 Q. Did you retain any interest in the nursing 
17 home or in the lease at that time? 
18 A. No. 
19 Q. Okay. 
20 A. I don't believe so. 
21 Q. Are you aware or do you have knowledge of any 
22 comment on it, I understand. 22 other amendments to your real estate contract relating 
23 A. Yeah. 23 to the nursing home where you bought it from your 
24 (Exhibit 10 marked.) 24 parents? 
25 MR. CLARK: Everybody has these, but you'll 25 A. I don't particularly remember if there was a 
-"---~-
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1 formal agreement, but initially one of the advantages 
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1 Thomson, Leo and Carolyn Pavloff (husband and wife), and 
2 they found of having separate real estate contracts is 2 Rollin Baker and LaDonna Baker (husband and wife) (all 
3 that my dad could reduce the interest rate that his kids 3 sellers)"; is that correct? 
4 was paying but didn't have to reduce Pavloffs' or 4 A. Yes. 
5 Bakers' interest rate. 5 Q. Is this the document under which you and your 
6 Q. Okay. 6 siblings, the Pavloffs, and the Bakers, sold your 
7 A. And it was my understanding that that was done 
8 for some period of time early on. 
7 interest in the nursing home to Southeast Care Center 
8 Facilities? 
9 Q. Okay, it's my understanding that Leo and 9 A. It looks like this is an amendment to that 
10 Carolyn Pavloff are paying an interest rate of 10 agreement. 
11 10.5 percent and that the Bakers are paying an interest 
12 rate of 10 percent and that you and your siblings are 
11 Q. Was there an agreement before this one, then? 
13 paying an interest rate of 9 percent. Is that 
14 consistent with your knowledge? 
15 A. That was consistent with the original contract 
16 agreements, yes. 
17 Q. And my information is that the payments that 
18 were being made by Pavloffs of $5,780 per month and the 
19 payments that were being made by Bakers of $1,350 per 
20 month was not reduced at the time that the payments from 
21 you and your siblings were reduced. Is that consistent 
12 A. I'm not sure. 
13 Q. Okay. 
14 A. There were lots of drafts, but I don't know 
15 which one was the final closing document. 
16 Q. If you turn to page 6 of this document, do you 
17 see where it says: "Dated May" - is that "May 18, 
18 2004"? Does that appear to be your signature? 
19 A. Not mine. 
20 Q. On page 6? 
A. Not on my page 6. 






Q. Oh, there's more than one page 6. Excuse me. 
23 A. I don't recall. MR. SCHILLER: The second one. 
THE WITNESS: Mine is on the second page 6. 24 
25 
Q. You don't know whether it's accurate or not? 
A. I don't. Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Bates BDW010128; correct? 
Q. All right. Rollin and is it LaDonna, 
2 L-a-D-o-n-n-a Baker; is that correct? 
3 A. Yes. 
4 Q. So, is it fair to say you don't know whether 
5 you are in default of your contract? 




Q. Or how much it might be if you are in default? 
A. That would be correct. 
(Exhibit 11 marked.) 
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A. Correct. 
2 Q. Is that your signature? 
3 A. It appears to be. 
4 Q. Paragraph C recites that the sale price, the 
5 total purchase price is $6,089,516; is that correct? 




Q. Do you know if that's accurate? 
A. I don't know otherwise. 
Q. At the time of the sale there was still the 
10 THE WITNESS: (Reviewing document.) 10 HUD mortgage on the property; was there not? 
11 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) It's my understanding that in 11 A. That's my understanding. 
12 2004 you and your siblings together with the Pavloffs 12 Q. And isn't it true that your dad went to Zion's 
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13 and the Bakers sold your interest in the nursing home; 13 Bank and borrowed the money to pay off the HUD mortgage 
14 is that correct? 14 so you could close this sale? 
15 A. Yes. 15 A. I've heard that. 
16 Q. You've been handed what has been marked as 16 Q. Do you know? 
17 Exhibit No. 11. It's labeled "First Amended and 17 A. I do not know from personal experience or have 
18 Restated Real Property Purchase and Sale Contract"; is 18 seen any documents to that effect. 
19 that correct? 19 Q. Who represented your interests in this 
20 A. That's what it's labeled. 20 transaction? 
21 Q. And it states in the first paragraph: ''The 21 A. My brother Brian handled the transaction for 
22 parties hereto are Southeast Care Center Facilities, a 22 all of the co-tenants, I believe. 
23 Washington nonprofit corporation (buyer); and Sharon M. 23 Q. Did he in fact have a power of attorney from 
24 Wadsworth, Patricia A. Saliby, Donald Eugene Watkins, 24 you to do that? 
25 Arnold Douglas Watkins, Brian Dale Watkins, Janet L. 25 A. He did at the very end to sign the closing 
---------~----------------------·-··-··--
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950 W. Bannock Street, Suite 900 
Boise, ldaho 83 702 
Tel: (208) 319-2600 
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Attorneys for Defendants Brian and 
Robynlcc Watkins 
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IN THE DtSTIUCT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital 
community composed thereof; DONALD 
EUGENE WA TKrNS and KA TIE WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the marital community 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGTNIA WA TKJNS. 
husband and wife, and the marital community 
composed thereof, 
Defendants. 
Case No.: CV-OC-0921373 
DEFENDANT BRIAND. WATKINS' 
RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF'S FfRST 
SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION, 
CNTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Defendant,.), by and through his counsel of record, 
Greener Burke Shoemaker P.A. and pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure 26, 33, 34, 
and 36 hereby provides these responses to Plaintiff's First Set of Requests for Admission, 
foterrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents to Defendant Brian D. Watkins as 
follows: 
DEFENDANT BRIAN O. WATKINS' RESPONSES TO Pl.,AINTIFF'S FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR 
ADMISSION, INTERROGATORJES, AND REQUESTS POR PROOUCTlON Of DOCUMENTS • Page I 
19127-1 (436951) 
000642
12083192601 >~ Hawley Troxell P 19/31 
changing, deleting, adjusting and revising entries in his Quick.Books files, as needed to ensure 
accuracy. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 53: Admit that between the years 2000 and 2009, in 
whole or in part, you were signer on, had funds transfer authori7..ation on, or otherwise had access 
to at least 85 different financial accounts, including, but not limited to, checking accounts, 
savings accounts, money market accounts, retirement accounts, and credit accounts, including 
credit cards, however titled. 
RESPONSE: Defendant lack sufficient knowledge or infonnation to admit or deny the 
allegations made in Request for Admission No. 53, and therefore denies tl1c same. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 54: Admit that, to your knowledge, George 
Wadsworth, CPA ("Wadswortli"), prepared the annual tax returns for Plaintiff, Plaintifrs 
Enterprises, the Exemption Trust, and the Husband's Trust ( .. Plaintiff's Tax Ret11rm") during 
the term of your Power of Attorney and your Co-1'rusreeships. 
RESPONSE: Admit. 
REQUEST FOR ADMT~SION NO. 55: Admit that, to your knowledge, you were the 
primary source of financial data relied upon by Wadsworth in preparing Plaintiff's TAX Returns. 
RESPONSE: Defendant admits that he provided Wadsworth with the QuickBooks files 
used to assist in the preparation of Plaintifrs Tax Returns. Defendant has no knowledge of what 
other sources Plaintiff's accountant may have relied upon in preparing Plaintiffs Tax Returns, 
and thus denies the remaining allegations in Request for Admission No. 55. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 56: Admit that, to your knowledge, Wadsworth 
based Plaintiff's Tax Returns solely on the financial data provided by you. 
RESPONSE: Deny. Defendant has no first hand knowledge what Wadsworth used or 
did not use in preparing Plaintiff's Tax Returns. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 57: Admit that on or about March 2, 2009, under 
your Power of Attorney, you executed a "Compensation Agreement" in favor of yourself and 
DEFENDANT BRIAN D. WATKINS' RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF'S FlRS'r SE'r OF REQUESTS FOR 
ADMISSION, INTERROGATORIES, AND REQUESTS FOR PR0DUCTlON OF DOCUMENTS - Page 18 
19127-1 (436951) 
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purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff, in consideration of your "lifetime of work" and that you were 
"solely employed by [Plaintiff] for a number of years," that attempted to obligate Plaintiff to pay 
you $3,000 per month for your life and, at your death, obligated Plaintiff to pay your spouse 
$3,000 per month for the remainder of her life. 
RESPONSE: Defendant admits that on or aboul March 2, 2009, under the Power of 
Attorney provided to him by Plaintiff, he executed a "Compensation Agreement" for himself 
with the complete knowledge and consent of Plaintiff. This Compensation Agreements at all 
times was contingent upon Plaintiffs approval. If Plaintiff failed to approve the tcnns of the 
agreement then it would have been either invalidated or modified consistent with Plaintiffs 
desires. The terms of the agreement speak for themselves. 
REQUEST FQR ADMISSfON NO. 58: Admit that on or abour March 2, 2009, under 
your Power of Attorney, you, purportedly on behalf of Plaintiff, executed three (3) separate 
documents each entitled "Compensation Agreement" in favor of your spouse, Donald Eugene 
Watkins, and Arnold Douglas Watkins, respectively~ in consideration of their respective 
"lifetime of work'' and that they were each ''solely employed by [Plaintiff] for a number of 
years," that attempted to obligate Plaintiff to pay each of the said individuals $3,000 per month 
for their respective lives and, at their deaths, obligated Plaintiff to pay their respective spouses 
$3,000 per month for the remainder of their lives. 
RESPONSE: Defendant admits that on or about March 2, 2009, under the Power of 
Attorney provided to him by Plaintiff, he executed three separate docun1ents cntitiled 
"Compensation Agreement" for Robynlcc Watkins, Donald Eugene Watkins and Arnold 
Douglas Watkins at the instruction of and with the complete knowledge and consent of Plaintiff. 
All of these agreements were subject to being modified or invalidated without Plaintiff's ultimate 
approval. The terms of the agreements speak for themselves. 
REQUEST FOR, ADMISSION NO. 59: Admit that during the years 2000 to 2003, in 
whole or in part; you, under your Power of Attorney, paid a law firm then-known as lnslcc Best 
Ooezie at least $400,000.00 from funds due or from Plaintiff and/or one (1) or more of Plaintifrs 
Enterprises for services primarily rendered in connection with the sale of a nursing home facility 
located in Seartk, Washington (the "Nursing Home") (the ''Nursing Home Sole"). 
DEPENDANT BRIAN o. WATKlNS' RESPONSES ·ro PLAINTIFF'S FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR 
ADMISSION, INTERROGATORIES, AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS • Page 19 
19127-1 (436951) 
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VERIFICATION 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
I, Brian D. Watkins, have read the foregoing Defendant Brian D. Watkins' RcsponJcs 
to Plaintitrs First Set of Requests for Admissions, Interrogatories and Requests for 
Production of Documents and its contents. r am informed and believe that the matters stated 
therein arc true and on that Sl'ound certify or declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of 
the State off daho that the same arc true and correct. 
EXECUTED this .2P~ay of January, 2012, at Boise, Idaho . 
O)pe or Print Name) 
Brian D. Watkins . bcJ..~. 
Signature 
DEFENDANT BJUAN D. WATKINS' RESPONSES 'rO PLAINTIFF'$ FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR 
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I done. 
2 If somebody drove through the gate, pull the 
3 gate, take it and get it fixed. Sometimes I was able to 
4 take it home and fix it myself and sometimes I had to 
5 take it over to my neighbor and have my neighbor do it 
6 because it was over my head to fix it. 
7 Q. All right. Do you know why your salary 
8 increased during the period of time you were being paid 
9 from Access from $1,000 a month to $2,500 a month to 
10 $4,000 a month? Do you recall that? 
11 A. I don't recall. 
12 Q. Okay. 
13 A. I did a lot ofrepainting at Barritz. 
14 Complete repaints, a lot oftouchups. Replacing the 
15 exterior doors, replacing carpet, replacing vinyl. 
16 Q. The records indicate that in October of2003 
11 is when you started receiving a salary from Access of 
18 $1,500 a month, October of 2003. And then it increased 
19 to $2,000 a month in May of 2004. And then in February 
20 of2006 to March of2006 it was $4,000 a month. Does 
21 that ring any bells, help you remember? 
22 A. No. 
23 Q. Do you recall, did you have any kind of a job 
24 title when you were being employed by Access? 
25 A. Not really. 
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1 Q. Was it a full-time job? 
2 A. It was an on -- at times it was full time and 
3 other times it was an on call when they needed it, 
4 needed me, she would call and I would run over and take 
5 care ofit. 
6 Q. When you say "she," who would that be? 
7 A. Reva. 
8 Q. Reva? 
9 A. Reva, R-e-v-a. 
10 Q. Do you remember her last name? 
11 A. I don't have a clue. I don't think I ever 
12 knew her last name. 
13 Q. Was she an onsite manager there? 
14 A. Well, there was no onsite manager at Access. 
15 Well, she was onsite during the day till 5:00. 
16 Q. Okay. 
17 A. Most days. 
18 Q. All right. Does the name Reva Thompson ring a 
19 bell? 
20 A. I don't believe I ever knew her last name. I 
21 just knew her as Reva and --
22 Q. If you would, tum to Exhibit No. 59 in the 
23 book. And I don't have an extra copy. 
24 A. (Witness complied.) 
25 Q. That's your compensation agreement. 
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I MR. THARP: Pardon me, Counsel. 69? 
2 MR. CLARK: 59. 
3 MR. THARP: Thank you. 
4 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Take a minute and look at 
5 that. 
6 A. (Reviewing document.) Okay. 
7 Q. You have before you what is marked as Exhibit 
8 No. 59 labeled "Compensation Agreement"? 
9 A. Yes. 
10 Q. And does this appear to be the compensation 
11 agreement dated March 2, 2009, "entered into between 
12 Arthur Donald Watkins (payor) and Arnold Douglas Watkins 
13 (payee)"? 
14 A. Yeah. 
15 Q. And does it appear to be signed on the back 
16 page -- excuse me, the third page, "Arthur Donald 
17 Watkins, by: Brian D. Watkins, attorney-in-fact"? 
18 A. Yes. 
19 Q. And is this the document that is the subject 
20 of your counterclaim? 
21 A. Yes. 
22 Q. And is it your position that the court should 
23 enforce this agreement? 
24 A. It is. 
25 Q. When did you first learn about this 
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1 compensation agreement? 
2 A. September 30, 2000. 
3 Q. How did you learn about it? 
4 A. My father. 
5 Q. Explain it to me, please. 
6 A. I met him after my birthday party dinner. I 
7 got so mad, I stayed up all night and I met him at his 
8 motel at the Best Western on Meridian Road out in front 
9 of Home Depot at approximately 6:30 in the morning and 
10 waited for him to come back from Brian's after he 
11 switched pickups. And had a heated argument and that's 
12 when he first told me about the compensation agreement, 
13 at which time -- because I couldn't afford to pay for a 
14 pickup on the wages I made. 
15 And that's when he informed me that all three 
16 ofus boys were going to be compensated $3,000 a month 
17 for the rest of our life, and with our holdings of the 
18 nursing home at that point in time that I would be more 
19 than able to afford a pickup payment. And I says, 
20 "Well, until that starts panning out, it's not going to 
21 happen." 
22 And he called George at home, it was a 
23 Saturday morning, and told George to make sure there was 
24 funds in Cattle, Inc., so I could go buy a pickup. And 
25 that's when he first told me about the compensation 
208-345-9611 M & M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 800-234-9611 
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1 agreement. 
2 Q. Was anyone else present? 
3 A. No. And then I heard about it from Brian off 
4 and on over the next few years, but I had never seen it 
s until approximately October of 2010. 
6 Q. So, is it your testimony that the first time 
7 you laid eyes on this document that's Exhibit No. 59 was 
8 in October of 2010? 
9 THE WITNESS: Is that when I first come and 
10 talked to you about this? 
11 MR. DINIUS: Give or take. 
12 THE WITNESS: Give or take. 
13 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) How did it come about that you 
14 first -- when you saw this in October of 2010, give or 
IS take? 
16 A. Brian knew that I was meeting with my attorney 
17 and he brought me a copy of it. 
18 Q. You hadn't seen it before then? 
19 A. I hadn't seen it, hadn't heard of the 
20 document, but -- I had heard of it, but I had never seen 
21 it. 
22 Q. Tell me how you heard ofit. 
23 A. It had been discussed between Brian and I. 
24 Brian had told me that it was the same compensation 
25 agreement that Dad had told me about that we were going 
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1 to be compensated for our years of work for him, that we 
2 were going to be compensated $3,000 a month for life. 
3 Q. When did Brian tell you about this particular 
4 document? 
s A. I don't recall when he told me about this 
6 particular document. It might have been the day I was 
7 going to meet Kevin. 
8 Q. And that would have been in October of2010? 
9 A. Yes. It might have been before then. I don't 
10 remember. I know that Brian called me. I was in Denver 
11 Airport waiting for a flight home when he notified me 
12 that my attorney that I originally had hired on this had 
13 never even filed a notice of appearance. And I had been 
14 working with Kevin on another deal, so I just abandoned 
15 the other attorney and took it straight to Kevin and 
16 said, "Hey, I've got a problem I need took care of now." 
17 And it was took care of while I was in the office 
18 talking to Kevin. 
19 Q. When you said you had a problem, you mean your 
20 dad had sued you by that time? 
21 A. Yeah, like in October of '09, and this 
22 transpired in like August or September of 2010. 
23 Q. And nothing had been done in between? 
24 A. No. I thought my attorney had taken care of 
25 it and--
Page 160 
1 Q. Who was that? 
2 A. I think the guy's name was Doug Fleenor. 
3 Burkett Law Offices at the time. 
4 Q. And as I understand your testimony, Brian 
s brought this document and gave it to you before you met 
6 with Kevin? 
7 A. Yeah. 
8 Q. Where did you meet? 
9 A. In the parking lot of my attorney's office. 
10 Q. And what did he tell you at that time? 
I I MR. DINIUS: Brian? 
12 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Excuse me, what did Brian tell 
13 you at that time? 
14 A. "Give this to your attorney." 
15 Q. Did you believe that Brian had the authority 
16 to sign this document for your dad? 
17 A. Yes, I did. 
18 Q. Okay. 
19 A. He had power of attorney. 
20 Q. What did that mean to you, power of attorney? 
21 What was your understanding of that? 
22 A. My understanding of power of attorney, what I 
23 was told in 2004 from my other attorney when I gave my 
24 daughter power of attorney, is to be careful who you 
25 give power of attorney to because they can sell your 
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1 house, they can sell your cars, they can sell the 
2 clothes on your back and there's not a goddamned thing 
3 you can do about it. 
4 Q. So, it was your understanding that there's --
s A. So, be careful who you give your power of 
6 attorney to. Dad trusted Brian and gave him power of 
7 attorney to do -- to basically be Don Watkins, do 
s everything, you know. 
9 Q. So, was it your understanding that there were 
10 no restrictions or limitations on Brian's powers of 
11 attorney for your dad? 
12 A. That was my understanding. Because every time 
13 I tried to find out something from Dad: "Talk to Brian 
14 and George. Talk to Brian. Talk to George. Talk to 
15 Brian and George." 
16 Q. Okay, if you would, turn to Exhibit No. 52. 
17 A. 52? 
18 Q. Right. 
19 A. Okay. 
20 Q. And then turn to page 17. First, let's just 
21 identify the document. You have before you Exhibit 
22 No. 52; do you not? 
23 A. Yes. 
24 Q. Does that appear to be a document with a court 
25 caption of this case on it and it's labeled: "Brian D. 
208-345-9611 M & M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 80 -234-9611 
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1 Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' Verified Answer to First 1 
2 Amended Complaint; Demand For Jury Trial; and 2 
3 Counterclaim"? 3 
4 A. Yeah. 4 
s Q. And then if you would turn to page 17. s 
6 A. (Witness complied.) 6 
7 Q. And paragraph 65. Do you see there where it 7 
8 says: "In response to the allegations set forth in 8 
9 paragraph 88 of the Complaint, Defendants admit that 9 
10 Defendant Brian D. Watkins utilized his power of 10 
11 attorney to execute compensation agreements on behalf of 11 
12 Plaintiff. The terms of the agreements speak for 12 
13 themselves. Defendants deny the remaining allegations 13 
14 contained in paragraph 88 of the Complaint and further 14 
15 assert that at all times herein, Defendant Brian D. JS 
16 Watkins' exercise of the power of attorney was done at 16 
17 the direction and concurrence of the Plaintiff. The 11 
18 agreements drafted were always subject to approval by 18 
19 Plaintiff. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the 19 
20 legal conclusions contained therein is required, 20 
21 Defendants deny the same." 21 
22 Did I read that correctly? 22 
23 A. I think so. 23 
24 Q. Do you disagree that the agreements drafted 24 
25 were always subject to approval by Plaintiff? 25 
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A. No. 
Q. Okay. And never got the approval? 
A. No. 
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Q. One of the things that this document provides 
is that upon your death, payments continue then to your 
wife, to your widow if she survives you. Was that your 
understanding? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did your dad ever tell you that he would do 
that, continue the payments beyond your life? 
A. That was never brought up. 
MR. CLARK: Let's talk about your affidavit in 
support of your motion for summary judgment. 
(Exhibit 91 marked.) 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Do you have Exhibit No. 91 
before you? 
A. I do. 
Q. Does that appear to be a document titled in 
the court caption of this case labeled "Affidavit of 
Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion For 
Summary Judgment"? 
A. It is. 
Q. And would you tum to page 6. 
A. (Witness complied.) Okay. 
Q. Does that appear to be your signature? 
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I A. That I don't know. I A. It is. 
2 Q. Okay. 
3 A. I know that it coincided with what Dad told me 
4 on September 30, 2000. 
s Q. Okay. 
6 A. That we were going to be compensated for the 
7 rest of our life. 
8 Q. Are you aware of any approval by your father 
9 after Exhibit No. 59 was, in fact, drafted? 
10 A. I don't know. I never talked to him. 
11 Q. All right. As far as you know, the statements 
12 that your dad had made about compensating you for life 
13 were made to you but it was prior to the creation of 
14 this document, was it not, Exhibit No. 59? 
IS A. Yes, it was. 
16 Q. And you're not aware of any approval by your 
17 dad after this document was created? 
18 A. I don't think so. 
19 Q. Okay. 
20 A. I haven't talked to him since. 
21 Q. And do you know how this document came about? 
22 A. I have no clue. 
23 Q. All right. Were you aware that Brian created 
24 this document and the others and sent them to your 
25 father for approval? 
2 Q. And attached to this document is Exhibit A; is 
3 that correct? 
4 A. It is. 
s Q. And does that Exhibit A appear to be the 
6 compensation agreement that is marked Exhibit No. 59? 
7 A. It appears to be. 
8 Q. All right. And this is the compensation 
9 agreement that is the subject of your counterclaim; is 
10 that correct? 
11 A. I believe so. 
12 Q. In your affidavit, if you would, turn to 
13 page 2. 
14 A. (Witness complied.) 
1s Q. It begins with paragraph 2. You state that 
16 you began working full time for your father, Don 
17 Watkins, "in or about 1984." And then at paragraph 3, 
18 that you were "paid on an hourly basis by Don and would 
19 often work overtime." Paragraph 4: "That arrangement 
20 changed in or about September 1993, when I began 
21 receiving a salary of$3,000 per month, although I 
22 continued to work full time." 
23 Did I read that part correctly? 
24 A. Yeah. 
25 Q. Then you say, paragraph 5: "In about late 
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1994 my monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and, 
as a result of injuries and the reduced pay, I began to 
work fewer hours." 
Did I read that correctly? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. When you say "as a result of injuries," are 
you talking, referring back to when you were holding the 
leaf spring and twisted your back? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. And you're saying because of those injuries 
and then the fact that your salary was reduced you 
started working fewer hours? 
A. Yeah. Instead of 450 hours a month, I worked 
250 hours a month. 
Q. Still full time? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. All right. 
MR.THARP: Pardon me. 
MR. CLARK: Yes. 
MR. THARP: Is there an exhibit number on 
this? 
MR. CLARK: Yeah, this is Exhibit No. 91. 
MR. THARP: 91? Thank you. 
MR.CLARK: Didn't you get one, Bill? 
MR. DINIUS: He's got it. 
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MR. THARP: No, I got it. I apologize. 
MR. CLARK: All right. You make me think that 
I'm not doing my job. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) In paragraph 6 you say: "When 
my salary was reduced from $3,000 per month to $1,000 
per month, I was told by Brian that the reduction in 
salary would be made up upon the sale of the ranch in a 
lump sum amount." Did I read that correctly? 
A. Yes. 
Q. As I understand it, your salary was cut in 
what, 1995; is that correct? 
A. I don't remember when it was. Late '94 or 
early '95. I don't remember when it was. 
Q. Okay. 
A. Whenever my salary was cut from the $3,000 a 
month to $1,000. 
Q. And so, what was Brian's relationship or role 
with your dad at that time in 1995; do you know? 
A. Say that again. 
Q. Well, what was Brian's authority to tell you 
that your salary would be made up in a lump sum, if you 
know? 
A. I would -- on my outside looking in, Brian was 
Dad's right hand man. Brian was Dad's number one man. 




















































was always pass the buck and let somebody else do it. 
And so, he passed it on to Brian and had Brian pass it 
on tome. 
Q. So, did Brian tell you that your dad had said 
this, made this statement to him, that you would -- that 
it would be made up to you in a lump sum? 
A. Brian didn't state that Dad said that. Brian 
stated that a lump sum would be made up on the sale of 
the ranch. Money was tight and we had to cut comers, 
and a lump sum would be made up when the ranch sold. 
Q. And I believe I recall your testimony, you 
didn't know whether or not their salaries got cut at the 
same time, "their" being Brian and Gene? 
A. I had no clue. 
Q. Okay. 
A. They didn't divulge it and George wouldn't 
divulge it when I confronted George. 
Q. Did he tell you what the size or what the 
amount of the lump sum would be? 
A. The $2,000 a month would be made up. 
Q. From the time your salary was cut to $1,000 
till the time the ranch got sold? 
A. Yeah, because at $1,000 I would not have 
stayed. I would have went back to work for the State 
Highway Department with benefits. I wouldn't have 
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stayed and worked 250 hours a month for $1,000 a month. 
Would you? 
Q. Back in those days maybe. 
A. No, you wouldn't. 
MR. DINIUS: In the '90's? 
MR. CLARK: No, not in the '90's. 
THE WI1NESS: Would you walk away from your 
job at the salary that you're making now and go to work 
at McDonalds? 
MR. CLARK: No, not now. Back in the '50's I 
would. 
MR. DINIUS: Back when you were wearing 
asbestos gloves. 
MR. CLARK: Back in the '50's, yes, working in 
the gas station or washing dishes. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) In paragraph 7 it states: 
"Don made multiple representations directly to me that 
in exchange for our years of service without retirement 
benefits and injuries sustained on the job, my brothers 
and I would each receive $3,000 per month for life." 
Did I read that correctly? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. When was the first time your dad made that 
representation to you? 
A. September 30, 2000, at approximately 7:30 a.m. 
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in the morning at the Best Western in front of Home 
Depot in Meridian off Meridian Road. 
Q. Was anyone else there? 
A. Nope. 
Q. When was the next time he told you that? 
A. I didn't see him for four years after that --
three years after that. 
Q. Okay. 
A. The next time I saw him after that, he showed 
up with Bret Ertman to pick up some horses and I saw him 
for all of 15 minutes and he left. He didn't have time 
to talk. 
Q. And when was the next time you saw your dad? 
A. April of2004 in Vegas. 
Q. And he wouldn't talk to you about those 
matters then? 
A. No. 
Q. So, is it accurate, then, that your dad made 
that representation to you only on one occasion? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. In paragraph 8 you state: "Don told me in 
about September of2000 that all of his sons, including 
me, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/ 
disability benefit for our years of employment." 
A. Yeah. 
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Q. And then in paragraph 9 you state: "The ranch 
sold in 2000, and despite the representations made to 
me, no lump sum was ever paid to me"; is that correct? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. In paragraph 10, you state: "After the sale 
of the ranch, my relationship with my father 
deteriorated to the point where we rarely speak to each 
other. Similarly, my relationship with Brian was 
strained as well." 
A. Yeah. 
Q. Have you talked with your brother Brian about 
this representation made by your dad? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. When did that occur? 
A. Probably the first week of October, 2000, when 
he came over with a couple of checks to pay me on some 
bills that I had. And I cornered him and asked him 
about when I was going to get the lump sum and he 
informed me, "Oh, well, that was just for Dad's 
divorce." 
Q. What did that mean to you? What did you 
understand that to mean, that "that was just for Dad's 
divorce"? 





















































Q. I'm not asking what you said to him. I'm 
saying, what were you thinking at that time? Well, 
maybe that's not -- what can you tell us? 
A. I think we better just leave that one alone. 
Q. Do you think it was just BS, or do you think 
they were trying to defraud somebody? 
A. I think somebody was afraid I was going to 
walk away and go back to work for the State because they 
knew the State had been offering me a job. And be it 
Dad, Brian, I don't know who it was, they were trying to 
keep the family together and if I left, I would be gone. 
Q. All right. 
A. I was an easy snowball and they took it. 
Whether it was Brian under direct orders from Dad or 
Brian on himself, I don't know. And only Brian and Dad 
know the answer to that one. 
Q. Your side of the family thought Leila was 
trying to skin your dad, didn't you, take his money? 
A. I don't think my side of the family thought 
that, I think my side of the family saw that. 
Q. All right. And did that play into this at 
all? 
A. I have no clue. 
Q. Not in your mind? 
A. I liked Leila because one, at first before I 
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got to know her, the only side of Dad that anybody saw 
was the disgruntled side. He seemed happy for a change. 
Everybody saw Dad after Mom died, he would put on his 
Sunday go-to-church clothes, his happy face, and be 
happy, take them off when he was out at the ranch where 
nobody saw him, he was very unhappy and miserable. 
Nobody saw that but me. Brian wasn't around. He was 
laid up in bed. I saw it. Dad was happy he was alive. 
Did I like Leila? I questioned her motives. 
Q. Okay. 
A. Did I say anything? No. It's not my place. 
He's a grown man. He can make his own choice, just the 
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same as I'm my own man and I made my choice to marry my 
wife. And ifl had told him not to marry her he'd have 
married her just to spite me, just like I did my wife 
with him. And 35 years later, I'm happy I did. So --
Q. Independent thinker? 
A. Me? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Very much so. 
Q. Not afraid to tell the truth? 
A. Not afraid to tell the truth and not afraid to 
tell you the way it is. 
Q. All right. I respect that. 
A. And I think you've sat across from me and 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"), by and through his attorneys of record, Hawley 
Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this Supplemental Memorandum in Support 
of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
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II. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
In Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Partial MSJ Motion"), filed 
October 9, 2013, Plaintiff asked the Court to: (1) grant summary judgment in favor of Don on his 
claims that Defendants Brian D. Watkins ("Brian"), Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug"), and 
Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene") are in material breach of their respective real estate contracts 
to pay Don for their share of the purchase price of certain real property and improvements 
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located in Seattle, Washington (the "Property") ; and (2) declare void a series of agreements 
that Brian executed, without authority, purporting to obligate Don to make payments to Brian, 
Brian's spouse (Defendant Robynlee Watkins ("Robynlee")), Doug, and Gene for life, and if 
applicable, to their surviving spouses for their lives (collectively the "2009 Payment 
Agreements"). No other party has filed any substantive briefing opposing the Partial MSJ 
Motion. 
On October 16, 2013, the Court vacated the hearing on the Partial MSJ Motion to allow 
the parties to pursue further discovery. New facts then surfaced when Don's counsel deposed 
Doug, Brian, and Gene confirming that Brian had no actual or apparent authority to execute the 
Payment Agreements on Don's behalf. Brian and Gene also admitted during their depositions 
that they had stopped making the payments on their Nursing Home Contracts. 
In light of these new facts, Don's conservator, Steven G. Neighbors, of Strategic & 
Operational Solutions, Inc. ("Conservator"), calculated the minimum amounts that Doug, Brian, 
and Gene owe Plaintiff on their Nursing Home Contracts and about which there can be no 
question of material fact. Don now files the Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
("Amended Partial MSJ Motion"), which seeks the same relief as the initial Partial MSJ 
Motion except that it now states the exact amounts for which Plaintiff is entitled to summary 
judgment on the Nursing Home Contract claims. The Court should grant the Amended Partial 
MSJ Motion in its entirety. 
1 The contracts that Doug, Brian, and Gene had with Don to purchase the nursing home real property and 
appurtenances in Seattle are each individually referred to as a "Nursing Home Contract" and collectively as the 
"Nursing Home Contracts." 
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A. Brian, Doug, and Gene Have Breached their Nursing Home Contracts and 
Damaged Don 
The Nursing Home Contracts provide that Doug, Brian, and Gene would each go into 
default for failing to make the full and timely monthly payment. (Don Deel. in Supp. Partial 
Summ. J. ("Don MSJ Deel.") Ex. A, at 1; Ex. D, at 1; Ex. G, at 1.) The dates upon which each 
of them went into default are well established. Next, although Doug, Brian, and Gene actually 
owe far more than Plaintiff now seeks, Conservator has calculated the minimum unpaid amounts 
on their respective Nursing Home Contracts. These minimum amounts draw all inferences and 
assumptions in favor of Defendants so the Court can be confident that there is no question of 
material fact as to damages. 
1. Doug, Brian, and Gene Are in Default on Their Nursing Home Contracts 
a. The Nursing Home Contracts Require a Full Payment Each Month 
Before discussing each individual's Nursing Home Contract, it is necessary to further 
clarify what constitutes default under the Nursing Home Contracts. All that is required for 
default is that the obligor (Doug, Brian, or Gene) fail to timely make a full payment-partial 
payments do not constitute full payments and, thus, trigger a default. 
As noted before, Doug, Brian, and Gene were among a number of parties who purchased 
undivided interests in the Property from Don and his late wife, Florence Watkins, who were both 
collectively identified as "Seller" in the Nursing Home Contracts. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 1; 
Ex. D, at 1; Ex. G, at 1.) According to the Nursing Home Contracts, Doug, Brian, and Gene 
were each originally required to make monthly payments of $5,590.00 toward their individual 
purchase prices of $611,000. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 2; Ex. D, at 2; Ex. G, at 2.) This 
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obligation is absolute, regardless of claim or set-off. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 3; Ex. D, at 3; 
Ex. G, at 3.) The parties amended the Nursing Home Contracts twice, eventually reducing the 
monthly payments to $1,645.00, but neither amendment otherwise materially altered the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contracts. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. C, at 2; Ex. F, at 2; Ex. I, at 2.) 
After Florence passed away in 1988, her one-half interest in the Nursing Home Contracts 
2 
went first to a testamentary trust known as the "Husband's Trust." (Don MSJ Deel. <J[ 4; 
Wieland Supp. Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. B ("Gene Dep.") 95:10-97:13.) It has 
become apparent that, because both Florence and Don together were the contractual sellers, 
Brian, and potentially his brothers, may believe they owe separate and independent obligations to 
the Husband's Trust and to Don, and that paying one obligee one-half of the total payment due is 
sufficient to avoid default with respect to one or both obligees. (Wieland Supp. Deel. in Supp. 
Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. A ("Brian Dep.") 239:2-240: 11.) However, the Nursing Home 
Contracts do not suggest that any obligor can satisfy his obligation by making partial payments 
or by only paying one obligee. On the contrary, the most recent amendments simply state that 
"the monthly payment on this contract shall be [$1,645.00]." (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. C, at 2; Ex. F, 
at 2; Ex. I, at 2.) All payments must still be made payable to or otherwise directed to "Seller." 
(Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 4; Ex. D, at 4; Ex. G, at 4.) The Nursing Home Contracts otherwise 
treat the Seller as a unified party, stating that in the event an obligor "shall fail to comply with or 
perform any condition or agreement hereof or to make any payment required hereunder 
2 
In September 2011, the Husband's Trust assigned "to Don all claims, known or unknown, that the Husband's Trust 
has or may have against Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, and Gene Watkins, and all proceeds therefrom will be Don's 
sole property." (Neighbors Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. A <JI l.b.) 
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promptly," the Seller can declare the purchaser in default. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 11; Ex. D, 
at 11; Ex. G, at 11.) 
Nothing in the Nursing Home Contracts or otherwise suggests that the obligors owe 
independent obligations to each of the parties that together comprise the "Seller;" therefore, 
making less than a full and timely payment by definition constitutes a default under the Nursing 
Home Contracts. 
b. Doug Was in Breach of His Nursing Home Contract as of August 2. 2010 
As explained in Plaintiff's MSJ Memorandum, Doug has already admitted that his last 
payment was July 2010, which put him in breach of his Nursing Home Contract on August 2, 
2010, the day after the next full payment was due. (Pl.'s MSJ Mem. 9-10; Wieland Deel. Ex. A, 
Interrog. No. 20.) This Court should enter summary judgment on Count 11 as to liability by 
finding Doug in default of his Nursing Home Contract as of that date. 
c. Brian Was in Default on His Nursing Home Contract as of May 2. 2009 
Denise McClure, Don's expert forensic accountant, previously testified that, according to 
the bank records and other documents, the first monthly payment Brian failed to make under his 
Nursing Home Contract was in May 2009. (McClure MSJ Deel. <J[<J[ 8-9.) That payment came 
due on May 1, 2009, but Brian did not make a full payment, thereby putting him into default the 
following day. (Id.) During his deposition, Brian confirmed that he made only a partial payment 
by stating, "I think I made my last payment like in April of '09 on, there would be whatever 
interest would be accrued since then." (Brian Dep. 239:19-21.) Later, Brian again stated that 
the last full payment he made was in April 2009: 
Q: Okay. Is the purchase price fully paid on your contract? 
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Q: Do you know how much is unpaid, remains unpaid? 
A: Not exactly, no. 
Q: What's your best estimate? 
A: There's different - what I owe on my mother's trust versus what I owe on 
my father are different. 
Q: And how is that? 
A: Because I continued making payments to my mother's trust as long as I 
could. And I discontinued making payments to my father when he 
discontinued his obligation to me under the settlement agreement for my 
personal injury. 
Q: Do you recall when that was? 
A: I believe the payments to my father from myself, there was an April 
payment. I believe that was the last one, April of 2009. 
(Id. 324:4-23 (emphasis added).) 
As explained above, making less than a full payment put Brian into default on his 
Nursing Home Contract, thereby triggering the default provisions in his Nursing Home Contract. 
This Court should accordingly enter summary judgment on Count 10 of the First Amended 
Complaint as to liability by holding that Brian defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of 
May 2, 2009, and that such default is continuing. 
d. Gene Was in Default on His Nursing Home Contract as of September 2, 
2009 
In her Declaration, Ms. McClure stated that, after reviewing the pertinent records, she 
concluded that Gene went into default on his Nursing Home Contract on September 2, 2009, 
when he failed to make the full and timely monthly payment due on September 1, 2009. 
(McClure MSJ Deel. Cf][ 10-11.) Gene simply cannot rebut that evidence: 
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Q: According to her calculation, [Ms. McClure] states that your payment was 
due on September 1, 2009, and that it went into default on that date when 
it was not paid. Do you recall or do you know whether that payment was 
made on September 1 of 2009? 
A: I don't know. 
Q: Did you ever make the payments directly yourself out of your own 
checking account? 
A: No. 
Q: So, is it fair to say you don't know whether you are in default of your 
contract? 
A: That would be correct. 
Q: Or how much it might be if you are in default? 
A: That would be correct. 
(Gene Dep. 107:19-108:2, 110:4-8.) This testimony is consistent with Gene's Answer to First 
Amended Complaint, in which he stated he was unaware of whether he had defaulted on his 
Nursing Home Contract and was unaware of whether he was making his payments. (First Am. 
Compl. 'J['J[ 147-49; Gene Answer 1 II.) 
Since Gene cannot identify any evidence to suggest that he made his full monthly 
payment on September 1, 2009, and, thus, rebut the evidence presented by Plaintiff, the Court 
should grant summary judgment to Plaintiff on Count 12 of the First Amended Complaint as to 
liability by holding that Gene defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of September 2, 2009. 
2. This Court Should Hold That Doug, Brian, and Gene Owe Certain Minimum 
Amounts Under the Nursing Home Contracts 
In addition to granting summary judgment as to liability, this Court should also grant 
summary judgment as to damages. This Court can confidently enter such an award because 
PLAINTIFF'S SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 10 
44787.0001.6501424.2 
000661
Conservator has calculated the minimum amounts that Doug, Brian, and Gene each owe under 
their respective Nursing Home Contracts and about which there is no genuine issue of material 
fact. 
a. Conservator Has Calculated the Absolute Minimum Amounts Owing by 
Doug, Brian, and Gene under their Nursing Home Contracts 
For the purpose of resolving Plaintiff's breach claims without trial, Conservator 
calculated the minimum amounts that Doug, Brian, and Gene owe under their respective Nursing 
Home Contracts. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. in Supp. Pl.'s Mot. Partial Summ. J. ("Supp. 
Neighbors Deel.") <J[<J[ 2, 13.) Conservator designed his calculation to negate any potential 
3 
factual issue that might obstruct summary judgment in Don's favor as to damages. (ld.<J[ 13.) 
To ensure that no material issue of fact exists, Conservator construed every assumption in favor 
of Defendants. Specifically: 
3 
• Conservator used amortization tables provided by Sharon Wadsworth for payment 
history data before January 1, 2010. (Id. <J[ 3.) Ms. Wadsworth is Don's daughter, 
married to his CPA, and is believed to be an employee of Don's CPA' s law firm. Her 
amortization tables incorporate tables that Brian created for the years 1984 to 1994. (Id. 
<J[ 5.a.) 
• Conservator did not capitalize any of the unpaid interest that accrued over the 
years. (Id. <J[ 5.b.) Conservator is willing to waive the unpaid interest even though the 
Nothing in this Memorandum or supporting Declarations should be construed to suggest that Doug, Brian, or Gene 
are entitled to any of the inferences or assumptions in Mr. Neighbors' Supplemental Declaration. 
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Nursing Home Contracts explicitly require that such interest be paid. (Id. 'J[ 13; Don MSJ 
Deel. Ex. A, at 2; Ex. D, at 2; Ex. G, at 2.) 
• Brian's tables, incorporated into Ms. Wadsworth's records, indicate that Don 
credited as "gifts" a total of over $100,000 to each of Doug's, Brian's, and Gene's 
balances on their respective Nursing Home Contracts. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. 'J[ 5.c.) 
Conservator credited these purported "gifts" even though no evidence has been produced 
to show that Don ever intended to make any such gifts. (Id.) 
Conservator applied these assumptions to each of the obligors' Nursing Home Contracts. 
b. Doug Owes at Least $405,036.94 as of March 1. 2014 
As noted in Part III.A.2.a, above, Conservator recalculated the amount Doug owes on his 
Nursing Home Contract not by applying the strict terms of his Nursing Home Contract, but by 
drawing every possible assumption in Doug's favor. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. 'J['J[ 2-3, 5-6, 13.) 
In applying the above facts and assumptions from Part III.A.2.a, Conservator determined that 
Doug's balance due and owing on his Nursing Home Contract as of March 1, 2014, is 
$405,036.94. (Id. 'J[ 7.) This Court should therefore enter summary judgment in favor of Don on 
Count 11 of the First Amended Complaint for damages in that amount, plus default interest 
accruing from March 1, 2014, at the rate of 1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
C. Brian Owes at Least $451,302.60 as of March 1. 2014 
In addition to the concessions described in Part 111.A.2.a above, Conservator chose 
January l, 2010, as the date of default for Brian even though the evidence in the record clearly 
indicates that Brian defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract prior to January 1, 2010 (Supp. 
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Neighbors Deel. 'J[ 11). Naturally, delaying Brian's default date reduces the amount of accrued 
default interest. 
In applying the above facts and assumptions, including those listed in Part 111.A.2.a, 
Conservator determined that Brian's balance due and owing on his Nursing Home Contract as of 
March 1, 2014, is at least $451,302.60. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. 'J[ 9.) This Court should 
therefore enter summary judgment in favor of Don on Count 10 of the First Amended Complaint 
for damages in that amount, plus default interest accruing from March 1, 2014, at the rate of 
1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
d. Gene Owes at Least $674,285.84 as of March 1, 2014 
As explained above in Part 111.A.2.a, Conservator recalculated the amount due and owing 
under Gene's Nursing Home Contract while drawing every possible assumption in Gene's favor. 
As with Brian, Conservator did not begin applying default interest to Gene's outstanding balance 
until January 1, 2010, even though Gene defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract prior to that 
date. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. 'J[ 11.) 
In applying the above facts and assumptions, Conservator determined that Gene's balance 
due and owing on his Nursing Home Contract as of March 1, 2014, is at least $674,285.84. (Id. 
'J[ 10.) This Court should therefore enter summary judgment on Count 12 of the Amended 
Complaint in favor of Don for damages in that amount, plus default interest accruing from March 
1, 2014, at the rate of 1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
B. This Court Should Invalidate the Payment Agreements Because Brian Lacked 
Actual and Apparent Authority to Bind Don to any such Obligations 
Don's Partial MSJ Motion asks this Court to grant summary judgment on Count IV of the 
Complaint. This Count seeks to invalidate five documents that Brian executed on March 2, 
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2009. Brian executed the documents purportedly on Don's behalf just days before Don revoked 
Brian's general power of attorney. They are: the (1) Settlement and Release Agreement in favor 
of Brian; (2) Compensation Agreement in favor of Brian; (3) Compensation Agreement in favor 
of Robynlee (Brian's wife); (4) Compensation Agreement in favor of Doug; and (5) 
4 
Compensation Agreement in favor of Gene. (Don MSJ Deel. Exs. K-0.) Generally, these 
documents purport to require Don and his estate to pay each recipient and, if applicable, the 
recipient's surviving spouse, $3,000.00 for life, even if the recipient has stopped working for 
Don. As shown below, there is no issue of material fact suggesting that Brian had actual or 
apparent authority to bind Don to any of the Payment Agreements. 
1. Brian Did Not Have Actual Authority to Execute the Payment Agreements 
Plaintiff's MSJ Memorandum explained that Brian lacked actual authority to execute the 
2009 Payment Agreements because Don had consistently maintained that he would pay Brian, 
Gene, and Doug only so long as they worked for Don or his entities. (Pl.'s MSJ Mem. 11-13; 
Don MSJ Deel. fl 20-21.) As Brian and Robynlee have admitted, Brian was not authorized to 
execute the 2009 Payment Agreements-instead he signed them "subject to approval by 
Plaintiff." (Brian & Robynlee Answer 165.) Consequently, Don was unaware of any of the 
2009 Payment Agreements until this litigation. (Don MSJ Decl.122.) 
Additional deposition testimony indicates that Brian knew he was not authorized to bind 
Don to the 2009 Payment Agreements. Brian testified that he had formulated a "rough draft 
outline" plan of succession for Don, including the 2009 Payment Agreements, which Brian 
4 This Memorandum will refer to all of these agreements collectively as the "2009 Payment Agreements." Items 
(2) through (5), the Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian, Robynlee, Doug, and Gene, respectively, will also 
be referred to as "Compensation Agreements." 
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provided to Don for review in October 2008, just five months before Don revoked Brian's 
general power of attorney. (Brian Dep. 213:18-214:4, 215:9-20.) Brian admitted that Don 
never executed or approved the 2009 Payment Agreements and never authorized Brian to sign 
them, but Brian did so anyway. (Id. 217:24-219: 11, 233:3-12.) Moreover, Brian stated that he 
was withdrawing any claims he might have to enforce them: 
Q: So, you're aware now that your father disapproved of [the 2009 Payment 
Agreements]? 
A: Yes. 
Q: And did I understand your testimony that you signed these agreements 
subject to your father's approval? 
A: Yes. 
Q: What does that mean to you? What do you understand that to mean? 
A: It means that if he decided and he didn't want to do this plan of succession 
and Robyn and I wouldn't be fulfilling the duties that were intended, that 
they would not be effective. 
Q: Well now that you know, are you withdrawing your claim to have the 
compensation agreement enforced? 
A With regard to the documents dated March 2, 2009, yes. 
(Brian Dep. 226:6-22 (emphasis added).) 
As further explained below, Brian also specifically conceded that each of the individual 
2009 Payment Agreements was subject to Don's approval and was, in fact, never approved by 
Don. 
a. Brian Lacked Actual Authority to Execute the 2009 Settlement and 
Release Agreement in Favor of Brian · 
The 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement purports to require Don to pay Brian $3,000 
per month (with cost-of-living adjustments) to settle claims arising from an injury Brian 
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purportedly sustained while working for Don in 1988, approximately 21 years earlier. (Don MSJ 
Deel. Ex. K, at 1.) Brian claims the 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement updated a similar 
2003 agreement by adding a provision for cost-of-living increases. (Brian Dep. 213:6-15.) The 
2009 Settlement and Release Agreement also added that the payment stream would continue 
flowing to Brian's wife, Robynlee, for her life should she survive Brian. However, Brian 
admitted under oath that the agreement was executed subject to Don's approval. (Id. 213:6-15.) 
But Brian acknowledges that Don never approved it: 
Q: But I understand in '08 you gave him this form [2009 Settlement and 
Release Agreement]. It was not filled in or signed? 
A: Yes, correct. 
Q: And he never signed it? 
A: No, not-not as far as I know, right. 
Q: He never delivered it to you signed? 
A: No. 
Q: And then in March of 2009 you went ahead and signed it with the power 
of attorney? 
A: I went ahead and signed everything in plans that it would be approved by 
[Don] and we would move forward. By the end of March, before anything 
was done, he mailed me a letter that said he revoked my power of 
attorney. 
(Id. 218:23-219: 11.) This testimony is consistent with Brian and Robynlee's Answer, in which 
they admit that the 2009 Payment Agreements were executed subject to Don's approval. (Brian 
& Robynlee Answer <J[ 65.) There is no evidence to suggest that Don gave Brian actual authority 
to execute the 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement on Don's behalf. On that basis alone, 
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this Court should declare the 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement void under Count 4 of the 
First Amended Complaint. 
b. Brian Lacked Actual Authority to Execute the Compensation Agreements 
in Favor of Brian and Robynlee 
The Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian and Robynlee purport to require Don to 
pay Brian and Robynlee each $3,000.00 per month for their lifetimes, then for the lifetime of the 
surviving spouse, apparently as a retirement plan. (Don MSJ Deel. Exs. Land N, at 1.). Again, 
Brian and Robynlee admitted in their Answer that all of the 2009 Payment Agreements "were 
always subject to approval by Plaintiff." (Brian & Robynlee Answer 165.) In written discovery, 
Brian admitted that the Compensation Agreements were subject to Don's approval. (Supp. 
Wieland Deel. Ex. C, Admiss. Nos. 57, 58.) Brian also stated as much during his deposition: 
Q: How did this document [Brian's Compensation Agreement] come about? 
A: I executed it in anticipation that my father would approve the plan of 
succession. 
Q: And your father never did approve that; did he? 
A: He never disapproved it either. 
(Brian Dep. 222:9-14.) 
During his deposition, Brian further stated that the Compensation Agreements in favor of 
himself and Robynlee were intended only to compensate them for future work duties they would 
undertake for Don if he approved the above-mentioned "plan of succession," but those duties 
never materialized. (Id. 216:4-8, 231:4-16.) Brian testified specifically that Don had not 
approved a new "plan of succession" that would impose additional duties on Robynlee and, 
therefore, her Compensation Agreement is void: 
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Q: And if I understand correctly, then, it's your testimony that [Robynlee's 
Compensation Agreement] was to be compensation for additional duties 
that Robyn would undertake if the estate plan that you presented to your 
father had been implemented? 
A: If the plan of succession that I had given my father were implemented, 
yes. 
Q: And it's your testimony that it was never implemented? 
A: That is correct. So this would be null and void, I guess, or however you 
word it. 
Q: Ineffective? 
A: Ineffective, yeah. 
(Id. 231:4-16.) Accordingly, there is no evidence that Don actually authorized the 
Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian or Robynlee. This Court should enter summary 
judgment in favor of Don on Count 4 of the First Amended Complaint and declare void the 
Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian and in favor of Robynlee. 
c. Brian Lacked Actual Authority to Execute Doug and Gene's 
Compensation Agreements 
Brian testified that the Compensation Agreements he executed purportedly on Don's 
behalf and in favor of Doug and Gene were also a part of the "plan of succession," as an informal 
retirement plan, that continued the $3,000.00/month payments that Brian was making to each of 
Doug and Gene from Don's estate. (Brian Dep. 232: 11-20, 233:22-234:7; Don MSJ Deel. Exs. 
Mand 0, at 1.) However, Brian admitted that Don never agreed to continue those payments if 
Doug and Gene ceased working for Don or his entities: 
Q: Did [Don] instruct you to implement that plan of succession? 
A: He never said anything one way or the other regarding it when I asked him 
about it. 
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Q: So he never said "yes" and he never said "no"? 
A: Correct. 
Q: So, is it correct or true, then, that your father never approved of these 
documents [Doug's and Gene's Compensation Agreements]? 
A: As far as I know, that would be correct. 
(Id. 233:3-12.) Brian asked Don to approve the Compensation Agreements for Doug and Gene, 
and Don never granted his approval for either one; therefore, there can be no actual authority to 
enforce either Compensation Agreement. 
2. Brian Lacked Apparent Authority to Execute the Compensation Agreements 
a. Governing Law 
When an agent enters into an agreement on behalf of a principal, an unauthorized 
agreement with a third party can still be binding on the principal if the agent had apparent 
authority. Vreeken v. Lockwood Eng'g, B. V., 148 Idaho 89,109,218 P.3d 1150, 1170 (2009). 
So, despite the fact that Brian lacked actual authority to bind Don to any of the Compensation 
Agreements with Robynlee, Doug, or Gene, the question remains whether he had apparent 
authority to do so. The evidence on record overwhelmingly demonstrates that none of Robynlee, 
Doug, or Gene even knew about their respective Compensation Agreements until long after Don 
had notified them that he revoked Brian's general power of attorney in March 2009. Therefore, 
neither Robynlee, Doug, nor Gene could have reasonably believed that Brian was authorized to 
execute those documents after learning that Brian's power of attorney had been revoked. 
"Apparent authority occurs when a principal by words or actions voluntarily places an 
agent in such a position that an ordinary person of business prudence would believe the agent is 
acting pursuant to existing authority." Huyett v. Idaho State Univ., 140 Idaho 904,908, 104 P.3d 
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946,950 (2004); see also Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 2.03 (2006) (stating that apparent 
authority exists "when a third party reasonably believes the actor has authority to act on behalf of 
the principal and that belief is traceable to the principal's manifestations"). Apparent authority 
"cannot be created by the acts or statements of the agent alone." Idaho Title Co. v. Am. States 
Ins. Co., 96 Idaho 465,468,531 P.2d 227,230 (1975). Therefore, "[a] court may make a finding 
of apparent authority to protect third parties but only where the third party was not on notice of 
the scope of the agent's actual authority." Huyett, 140 Idaho at 908, 104 P.3d at 950. Since the 
third party cannot simply assume the agent has authority, the circumstances may impose a duty 
to investigate: 
One must use reasonable diligence to ascertain the agent's authority. Reasonable 
diligence encompasses a duty to inquire with the principal about the agent's 
authority. If no inquiry is made, the third party is chargeable with knowing what 
kind of authority the agent actually had, if any, and the fault cannot be thrown on 
the principal who never authorized the act or contract. 
Podolan v. Idaho Legal Aid Servs., 123 Idaho 937,944,854 P.2d 280,287 (Ct. App. 1993) 
(quotations and citations omitted). 
The third party also cannot rely on events that happened after the contract was 
executed-the only events and circumstances that are relevant are the ones existing before or 
contemporaneously with the third party entering the contract. Hilt v. Draper, 122 Idaho 612, 
618,836 P.2d 558,564 (Ct. App. 1992). But here, the purported third parties (Robynlee, Doug, 
and Gene) never signed or "entered into" the so-called "agreements." The so-called 
"agreements" are not enforceable against Don because Robynlee, Doug, and Gene did not accept 
the Compensation Agreements' terms or even know the Compensation Agreements existed until 
after learning that Brian had lost his position as Don's agent with a general power of attorney. 
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b. Brian Did Not Have Apparent Authority to Bind Don to the Compensation 
Agreements in favor Robynlee. Doug, or Gene 
Don instructed his Utah attorneys in March 2009 to inform his children that Brian was no 
longer Don's attorney-in-fact. (Don MSJ Decl. 'l[ 24.) Brian testified that Robynlee, Doug, and 
Gene did not even know their Compensation Agreements existed until long after March 2009, by 
which time they knew Brian had lost all authority to act as Don's attorney-in-fact: 
Q: Is it your testimony that at the time you signed [Brian's Compensation 
Agreement], you did not know that your power of attorney was about to be 
revoked? 
A: That is correct. And Robynlee, Gene, and Doug were not aware that those 
documents were executed until sometime after I received notice of 
revocation. 
Q: So, you did not discuss or talk to Robynlee, Gene, or Doug about the 
[Compensation Agreements] that you signed on their behalf prior to the 
time you signed the documents? 
A: I did not sign it on their behalf. And no, they did-they were unaware of 
the documents. 
Q: Okay, perhaps I misspoke. I should say, for their benefit? 
A: Yes, they were unaware of the document being executed. 
Q: Do you know when they first became aware that those documents had 
been executed? 
A: I believe I showed it to Gene and George sometime in the-during the 
summer of 2009 because they existed, even though nothing had ever been 
paid on them. 
(Brian Dep. 225:4-226: 1.) Robynlee, Doug, and Gene all knew Brian had no authority to act for 
Don in any capacity by the time they learned of their respective Compensation Agreements. 
Therefore, they were at least on notice that the agreements were unauthorized and, thus, cannot 
now claim that Brian had apparent authority. 
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As discussed below, additional evidence in the record, specifically relating to Gene and 
Doug, demonstrates why Brian lacked apparent authority to execute their Compensation 
Agreements. 
c. Brian Did Not Have Apparent Authority to Execute Doug's Compensation 
Agreement 
Doug did not learn of his alleged Compensation Agreement until at least seventeen 
months after Don notified his children in writing that he revoked Brian's power of attorney. 
During his deposition, Doug testified that Don had supposedly promised Doug that Don would 
pay Doug $3,000.00 per month for life. Doug, however, further stated that Don only made this 
alleged promise one time, which was during an argument between them over eight years earlier, 
on September 30, 2000. (Supp. Wieland Deel. Ex. D ("Doug Dep."), 156:25-158:5.) Don's 
counsel then asked Doug if anyone else was present for the alleged argument between Doug and 
Don: 
A: No. And then I heard about [Doug's Compensation Agreement] from 
Brian off and on over the next few years, but I had never seen [Doug's 
Compensation Agreement] until approximately October 2010. 
Q: So, is it your testimony that the first time you laid eyes on [Doug's 
Compensation Agreement] was in October of 2010? 
A: Is that when I first come and talked to you about this? 
MR. DINIUS [Doug's counsel]: 
Give or take. 
A: Give or take. 
(Doug Dep. 158:3-12.) Doug went on to say that he might have heard about Doug's 
Compensation Agreement from Brian as early as August 2010. (Id. 159:3-25.) 
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Even assuming that Doug first heard of his Compensation Agreement in August 2010, it 
was not reasonable for him to think Brian had authority to execute the document at that point. 
There can be apparent authority "only where the third party was not on notice of the scope of the 
agent's actual authority." Huyett, 140 Idaho at 908, 104 P.3d at 950. Don had notified all of his 
children in March 2009 that he revoked Brian's power of attorney, so by August 2010, 
approximately a year and a half later, it should have been obvious to Doug that Brian's purported 
exercise of the power of attorney was questionable at best. (Don MSJ Deel. 124.) At a 
minimum, Doug should have inquired with Don in August 2010 (or later) to determine whether 
Brian still had authority to bind Don to such an agreement. See Hausam v. Schnabl, 126 Idaho 
569, 573, 887 P.2d 1076, 1080 (Ct. App. 1994) ("Reasonable diligence encompasses a duty to 
inquire with the principal about the agent's authority."). 
It is irrelevant that Don allegedly said in 2000 he would pay Doug for the rest of his life. 
Even if Don made such a promise, doing so would not convey apparent authority to Brian to 
5 
execute such an agreement ten years later. 
According to Doug, the alleged conversation in September 2000 is the only time Don 
said he would make perpetual monthly payments to Doug. (Doug Dep. 170:18-20.) During the 
decade between the alleged September 2000 conversation and the moment in August 2010 when 
Doug learned about his Compensation Agreement, Doug encountered Don exactly twice. Doug 
5 
Don squarely denies ever suggesting to Doug that Doug could expect to receive $3,000.00 per month for life even 
ifhe no longer worked for Don. (Id. <JI 20; Don Deel. Opp. Doug's MSJ, Oct. 15, 2013, <Jrl[ 6-7.) Such an oral 
promise, even if Don had made it, would not be enforceable a decade later because it lacks of consideration and 
would violate the statute of frauds. See Doughty v. Idaho Frozen Foods Corp., 112 Idaho 791, 794, 736 P.2d 460, 
463 (Ct. App. 1987) (distinguishing between genuine and "illusory" consideration necessary to support a mutual 
agreement); I.C. § 9-505(1) (stating that "[a]n agreement that by its terms is not to be performed within a year from 
the making thereof' must be in writing). 
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saw Don once for fifteen minutes roughly three or four years after the September 2000 argument, 
during which time they did not speak, and again in 2004 in Las Vegas, when Don refused to 
speak about his business relationship with Doug. (Id. 169:16-170: 17.) See Nelson v. Anderson 
Lumber Co., 140 Idaho 702, 708, 99 P.3d 1092, 1098 (Ct. App. 2004) (holding that there was not 
apparent authority where the third party had no direct contact with the principal). Thus, when 
Doug discovered his Compensation Agreement, he had not even spoken to his father at all for 
over six years. If Doug was not even on speaking terms with his father, it is unreasonable for 
him to now claim Don imbued Brian with perpetual authority to bind Don to agreements that 
require Don to pay Doug and his wife $3,000.00 every month for as long as they live. 
d. Brian Did Not Have Apparent Authority to Execute Gene's Compensation 
Agreement 
Gene cannot offer any evidence to suggest that he reasonably believed Brian had 
apparent authority to execute Gene's Compensation Agreement. Gene testified that that he has 
no idea whether Don intended for Brian to execute Gene's Compensation Agreement: 
Q: Did you ever discuss this agreement with your dad? 
A: No. 
Q: Did you ever discuss this agreement with anyone else? 
A: This particular written document? 
Q: Yes. 
A: No. 
Q: Did you ever discuss this document with Brian? 
A: Not that I recall. 
Q: Do you know whether your dad actually approved of Brian signing this 
document on behalf of your dad? 
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A: I don't know. 
(Gene Dep. 63:9-21.) Gene went on to say that, for now, he is not even bothering to make a 
claim under his alleged Compensation Agreement because he does not "think it would do any 
good." (Id. 65:8-15.) 
There is no material issue of fact suggesting that it was reasonable for Robynlee, Doug, 
or Gene to believe that Brian had authority to bind Don at the point when any of those three 
people learned of their respective Compensation Agreements. This Court should therefore grant 
summary judgment to Don on Count 4 of the First Amended Complaint and declare void the 
purported Compensation Agreements in favor of Robynlee, Doug, and Gene. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
In light of the above, Doug, Brian, and Gene all either concede or cannot dispute that 
they have defaulted on their Nursing Home Contracts and, further, owe as damages the minimum 
amounts calculated by Conservator. Further, none of Brian, Robynlee, Doug, or Gene can 
enforce their 2009 Payment Agreements because Don never authorized Brian to sign them, 
refused to adopt them when Brian presented them, and timely notified Robynlee, Doug, and 
Gene that Brian lacked authority to act on Don's behalf. This Court should grant the Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
DATED THIS 7~"'- day of April, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
ByS~,IB~~ 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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COME NOW, Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins ("Defendants"), by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius & 
Associates, PLLC, pursuant to Rule 56( c) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby 
respectfully move this court for an order granting Defendants summary judgment against 
Plaintiff. 
Defendants are entitled to judgment as a matter of law as to Plaintiff's claims against 
Defendants for rescission, fraud/deceit, constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, civil 
RICO, and breach of contract. 
This Motion is supported by the pleadings herein and Defendants' Memorandum in 
Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary 
Judgment, Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment, 
Affidavit of Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment and 
Affidavit of Virginia Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment on file 
herein as well as Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment, Affidavit of Counsel in Support of 
Defendants' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment filed concurrently herewith. 
There are no genuine issues of material fact precluding summary judgment with respect 
to Plaintiff's Fourth Cause of Action, Fifth Cause of Action, Sixth Cause of Action, Seventh 
Cause of Action, Eighth Cause of Action, and Ninth Cause of Action against Defendants. 
Moreover, there are no issues of material fact with respect to the Defendants' counterclaim for 
breach of contract, thus summary judgment is appropriate as set forth. 
ORAL ARGUMENT IS REQUESTED. 
DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA WATKINS' AMENDED MOTION FOR 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
:ss 
County of Canyon ) 
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09:29:32 1 A No. 
O 9 : 2 9 : 3 3 2 Q. Do you remember, did he call you or you called 
09:29:36 3 him? 
09:29:36 4 A Icalledhim. 






A I don't remember. I hadn't talked to him for 
a while and I wanted to talk to him. 
Q. Okay. Have you attempted to contact Gene in 
the last month or two? 
A Yeah, but every time rve tried to call him, 
0 9 : 2 9 : 5 5 11 the phone numbers I get are no longer -- no longer his. 












Q. Did you leave Gene a message within the last 
month or two? 
A. No. 
Q. You have not? 
A. No. 
Q. When is the last time you spoke with Doug? 
A. Oh, that's been a long time ago. I -- I 
couldn't tell you exactly. 
Q. You don't remember the last time you spoke 
with Doug? 
A. No. No, I don't. 
0 9: 3 0 : 3 9 2 4 Q. Do you remember the substance of the 
0 9 : 3 0 : 4 12 5 conversation you last had with Doug? 
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09:30:43 1 A. No. 
09:30:44 2 Q. Do you remember where the conversation 
09:30:46 3 occurred when you last spoke with Doug? 
09:30:51 4 A. I think it was on the telephone. 
09:30:53 5 Q. Do you remember if you called him or he called 
09:30:55 6 you? 
09:30:56 7 A. I called him. 
09:30:58 8 Q. And you don't remember anything about that 
09:31:00 9 conversation? 
09:31:0110 A No, not really. It was just all mixed up. 
09:31:0711 Q. Tell me what you mean by that. 
09:31:0812 A Well, I was trying to find out where some 
09:31:1013 equipment was. 
09:31:1114 Q. What equipment were you trying to figure out 
09:31:1415 the location? 
09:31:1516 A. Equipment that I had had out at the ranch that 
09:31:1817 he had at his place. 
09:31:1918 Q. Okay. And when you say "the ranch," are you 
09:31:2119 talking about the property south of Boise? 
09:31:2720 A Yeah. 
09:31:2721 Q. That was sold in I believe 2002 or 2003? 
09:31:2722 A 2001. 
09:31:2723 Q. 2001? 
09:31:2724 MR. DOUGLAS WATKINS: 2000. 



























MR. DOUGLAS WATKINS: And it was sold in 
October- or September of 2000. 
Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) So, when we talk about the 
ranch, we're talking about the ranch property off of 
Cloverdale, south of Boise? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that was sold sometime in the early 2000 
time period? 
A. 2001. 
Q. Okay. When did you call Doug looking for 
equipment? It would have been shortly after that? 
A. No, a long time after that. 
Q. What prompted you a long time after the sale 
of the ranch to call Doug looking for equipment? 
A. I had somebody interested in buying it. 
Q. Who was interested in buying it? 
A. I don't remember his name. 
Q. What kind of equipment are we talking about? 
A. Farmequipment. 
Q. Specific items that you recall? 
A. Well, he was kind of interested in everything 
that I had had that -- he was a dealer in that kind of 
O 9 : 3 3 : 0 3 2 4 stuff. I can't even remember what his name was. 
0 9 : 3 3 : 0 6 2 5 Q. Okay. I asked you earlier as to why you were 
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09:33:12 1 suing your boys and their wives and you indicated you 
09:33:16 2 believed they took money from you. How much money do 
09:33:18 3 you believe Doug took from you? 
09:33:29 4 A. Boy, I'm at a loss to know. Now, when you say 
09:33:41 5 that he took from me or that Brian gave to him or what's 
09:33:46 6 your designation? 
09:33:47 7 Q. Well, rd like to- I guess with yolll' 
09:33:50 8 characteriz.ation I'd like to know if you contend that 
09:33:54 9 Doug took money from you? Separate :from Brian ·maybe 
09:33:5910 having given him something, do you believe Doug actively 
09:34:0411 took money from you wrongfully? 
09:34:1012 A. I don't know. 
09:34:1013 Q. Okay. When do you believe Doug started taking 
09:34:1414 money from you? 
09:34:1815 A. A long, long time ago. 
09:34:2016 Q. Can you give me a rough idea, at least a year, 
09:34:2417 even a five-year period? 
09:34:2618 A. No. No, this was way back when he was still a 
09:34:3119 kid. 
09:34:3320 Q. Tell me about that What money did Doug take 
09:34:3521 from you when he was still a kid? And by "still a kid," 
09:34:4022 rm assuming under the age of 18. 
09:34:4823 A. Well, I think it was just - I don't know. I 
09:34:5524 just remember there was some. 
09:34:5725 Q. Okay. How about the last time Doug took money 
(208)345-9611 
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09:35:00 1 from you 1hat you recall? 
09:35:"07 2 A Directly from me? 
09:35:08 3 Q. Yes. 
09:35:09 4 A I don't know. 
09:35:105 Q. Okay. An: you aware of any instance that you 
09:35:13 6 can specifically recall Doug actively himself taking 
09:35:17 7 IIIOJleY from you or one of your businesses? 
09:35:21 8 A No. 
09:35:21 9 Q. Okay. Now, you talked -- you made a 
09:35:2410 distinction with respect to Brian giving Doug money. 
09:35:3311 A Yes. 
09:35:3412 Q. Do you know when -- well, tell me -- strike 
09:35:3713 that. Tell me what you believe or how much you believe 
09:35:4114 Doug has given - or, excuse me, Brian bas given to 
09:35:4515 Doug. 
09:35:4816 A. I don't know that. 
09:35:5017 Q. Okay. Can you tell me when Brian first 
09:35:5318 started giving money to Doug that you believe was 
09:35:5619 inappropriate? 
09:35:5920 A Not for sure I can't, no. 
09:36:0121 Q. Okay. Can you tell me the last time, the last 
09:36:0522 instance where you believe Brian inappropriately gave 
09: 36: 1123 money to Doug? 
09:36:1224 A No, because I don't have all of that 
09:36:1525 information. 
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09:36:16 1 Q. Okay. And who do you think would have it? 
09:36:18 2 A. Brian. 
09:36:19 3 Q. Okay. Is there a reason that you have not 
09:36:27 4 pursued your daughters in the litigation? 
09:36:39 5 A. You have to explain that to me. 
09:36:42 6 Q. Well, you understand that you sued Brian and 
09:36:45 7 Robynlee., Gene and Katie, and Doug and Ginny; right? 
09:36:52 8 A. Mm-hmm. 
09:36:53 9 Q. Yes? 
09:36:5410 A. Yes. 
09:36:5411 Q. An~ my question is: I don't see any of your 
09:36:5812 daughters listed in the lawsuit, meaning you haven't 
09:37:0213 sued your daughters or their husbands, and rm 
09:37:0414 interested in why. 
09:37:0515 A. They didn't -- well, I guess the best thing to 
09:37:1116 say is that where there was a difference of opinion, we 
09:37:1517 settled it just between ourselves. 
09:37:2118 Q. Between you and your daughters? 
09:37:2319 A. Mm-hmm. 
09:37:2420 Q. Yes? 
09:37:2521 :MR. CLARK: Is that a "Yes"? 
09:37:2722 THE WITNESS: Yes. 
09:37:2723 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) Okay. Did you make any 























































Q. How come:! 
A I couldn't get ahold of them. Well, that and 
I should say so far as Doug is concerned, it's just been 
his attitude. 
Q. Tell me what you mean by Doug's attitude. 
A Well, he just said that, "Brian gave me all of 
this sbrl't I own it, and don't bo1her me." 
Q. And what did you say in response to that? 
A What else could I say? It was without my 
knowledge. 
Q. Well, is it fair to say, sir, that for almost 
ten years Brian did actively manage your affairs? 
A Yes. 
Q. And that was a decision that you had made; 
right? 
A. rm afraid so. 
Q. No, I understand -
A. Yes. 
Q. - you may have second thoughts on it, but at 
the front end, I mean it was your decision to have Brian 
manage your business affairs? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Doug didn't make you do that; did he? 
A. No. 
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Q. And nor did Gene? 
A. Nor did who? 
Q. Gene didn't make you do that either; did he? 
A. No. 
Q. I mean, so, my point is: That was a decision 
that you made? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Why was the decision made to allow Brian to 
manage your affairs? 
A He was familiar with them and he graduated 
from college and came out to the airport where I had my 
office and my accowrtant's office and we were -- we got 
a new computer in that we weren't familiar with and it. 
took up a room about this si7.t: and -yeah. 
Q. So, what year would that have been? 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. But still while you owned the business on the 
airport? 
A Oh,yes. 
Q. And tell me the name of that business. 
A. Well, there was several. Boise Air Service, 
the -- well, let's just leave it at Boise Air Service. 
It was kind of all that included. 
Q. Because rve heard it referred to as BAFCO 
too. 
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the power of attorney before you signed it? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. Okay. Did you talk with Doug or Gene about 
the power of attorney after you signed it? 
A. I don't know about that either. 
Q. Do you recall having any conversations with 
Doug or Gene about Brian having yom power of attorney? 
A. I don't recall any. 
Q. Okay. 
1 O : 1 7 : 5 7 1 O A. rm not saying I didn't, but I just don't 
10:18:0011 recallit 
10 : 18 : 01 12 Q. Well, what I'm trying to get a sense of is --
10: 18: 0513 
10: 18: 08 14 
10:18:0915 
10:18:1016 
well, do you believe that Doug knew that Brian had yom 
power of attorney? 
A. Yes, he knew. 


















businesses, you need to check with me"? 
A. No, I don't think so. I don't -- if -- I just 
don't remember. 
Q. Okay. Do you recall ever putting any 
limitations on Brian? 
A. No. 
Q. I'd like to shift the focus from the ranch to 
the Locust Grove property. 
A. Okay. 
Q. When I say "Locust Grove," do you --
A. I'm familiar with it. 
Q. Okay. You owned some property on Locust 
Grove? 
A. I sure did. 
Q. How many acres was that? 
A. 50 or thereabouts. 
1 O : 18 : 13 1 7 1 how Doug would have known that Brian had your power of 1 O : 2 O : 3 41 7 
10:18:1618 attorney? 10:20:4018 



















10: 18: 50 8 




A. I don't know. There was so many things going 
on and whatever. Brian had the power of attorney, so 
I'm sure Doug would have known. 
Q. I mean, it wasn't a secret that Brian had the 
power of attorney? 
A. No. 
Q. And at least from the point in time that the 
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power of attorney was executed in October of 2000, is it 
fair to say that Brian was actively managing your 
business interests? 
A. Part of them anyway. 
Q. Okay. What part wasn't he? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. Okay. I'm trying to understand kind of the 
division of labor. We know in October of2000 you 
signed the power of attorney. How active were you in 
managing any of your businesses at that point? 
A. I would say I had my fmgers in all of them. 
Q. Okay. And what I need to try and understand 
1 O : 19 : 14 13 is what your defmition of having your finger in them 
10 : 19 : 2 O 14 is. Is that day to day or did you just check 
10: 19: 2215 periodically-
1 O : 19 : 2 3 16 A. Just check periodically. 
10:19:2617 Q. - once a month? 
10 : 19 : 2 7 18 A. Or if something came up, you know, they would 
10 : 19 : 3 0 19 call me and discuss it with me. Brian was real good 
10 : 19 : 3 0 2 0 about that When there was something we were doing and 
10 : 19 : 3 5 21 he had a question on it, he would call me and talk to me 
10:19:3722 aboutit 
10 : 19 : 3 8 2 3 Q. Did you ever give Brian any instructions or 
1 0 : 1 9 : 4 2 2 4 limitations that, for instance, "Brian, if you're going 




A. I can't tell you. I know it was -- I know it ~ 
was a year when I was back from Arizona early, I know I i 
bought that property. Normally I wasn't back at that · 
1 0 : 2 0 : 5 4 2 2 time. But this piece of property came up and --
1 O : 21 : O 12 3 Q. Well, tell me: Why did you buy the Locust 
1 O : 21 : 0 52 4 Grove property? 


















A. I don't know. 
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Q. Was there any reason to purchase it? 
A. Well, probably, but I can't tell you exactly 
what it was. 
Q. Okay. I'm trying to make sure I understand 
the timing or the timeline. When you bought Locust 
Grove did you - you owned the ranch already at that 
point? 
A. No. 
Q. So, you bought Locust Grove before you 
acquired the ranch? 
A. Right. 
Q. Okay. 
A. We did a lot of things before we got-- before 
we got the ranch. 
Q. Yeah, I'mjust trying to help narrow in the 
year that you would have acquired Locust Grove. 
A. I don't remember at all. 
1 O : 2 1 : 5 918 Q. So, your wife Florence would have still been 
1 O : 2 2 : O 2 1 9 alive when Locust Grove was purchased? 
1 O : 2 2 : O 4 2 O A. I don't remember that either because I don't 
1 0 : 2 2 : O 6 21 remember when we bought it. 
10: 22: 0722 Q. Okay. 
1 o : 2 2 : o 8 2 3 A. I would guess that she was, yes. 
1 O : 2 2 : 112 4 Q. Weli do you have any recollection or memories 
1 O : 2 2 : 14 2 5 of visiting the Locust Grove property with Florence? 
(208)345-9611 
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1HE WITNESS: Excuse me. My fingers are cold 10 : 31 : 3 6 1 
Page 48 
Q. And do you know why the decision was made to 
put that real property into the LLC? Anyway, we - we went up and we were -- the 
10 : 2 8 : 2 3 3 little cabin that we had, there was no running water or 
1 0 : 2 8 : 3 3 4 toiletries or anything in it. And so, we decided we 
10 : 2 8 : 3 9 5 were going to enlarge it and clear that up. And so, we 
10 : 2 8 : 4 3 6 did And then -- and then Brian and Doug a lot of times 
10:31:39 2 
10 : 31 : 4 3 3 A. Yes, because Brian called me and told me we 
10 : 31 : 4 6 4 had a sale for it, which was at a good price. And so, I 
10 : 31 : 5 5 5 told him, "Okay, let's sell it." 




would come up and help me with whatever we was doing 10 : 3 2 : O 2 7 let's put that in an LLC so we can give it to the kids 
because you don't need it. You've got $2 million in the 
bank. And that way we can give something to the kids" 
there to get that going. 10 : 3 2 : 0 7 8 
MR. TIIARP: Could you say that again? I 10 : 3 2 : 11 9 
10 : 2 8 : 5 91 O couldn't hear you. I apologize. 10 : 3 2 : 1 61 O and he says, ''You can keep" -- I think it was 8 percent 
10 : 2 9 : 0 211 1HE WITNESS: What was that? 1 O : 3 2 : 2011 or something like that. Anyway, it was a small amount. 












read it back. 
MR. CLARK: He didn't hear what you said about 
Bear Valley. 
1HE WITNESS: Oh, I'm sorry. 
MR. TIIARP: That's all right. 
1HE WITNESS: Oh. Well, whenever we were 
doing something up there I wasn't able to do it all 
myself and so I usually had the two boys come up there 
to help me. And I don't know, it just -- anyway, we 
rebuilt it. We put in a sewer system and we drilled a 
well. 
10 : 2 9 : 4 72 4 We had the well driller planning to come up 
1 O : 2 9 : 5 2 2 5 and he was down on -- down on the river drilling them 
1 O : 3 2 : 2 913 did that conversation take place? 
1 O : 3 2 : 3 214 A. The day after I told him to sell it. I can't 
1 O : 3 2 : 3 715 tell you the dates or anything. I don't remember. 
1 0 : 3 2 : 3 916 Q. Okay. Why did you tell him to sell it? 
10 : 3 2 : 4 71 7 A. It was over $3 million and I paid $500,000 and 





him to sell it? 
Q. Fair enough. 
(Exhibit 30 marked.) 
Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) I'm going to hand you what's 
1 O : 3 3 : O 2 2 3 been marked as Exhibit No. 30 and ask you if you 
1 0 : 3 3 : O 5 2 4 recognize that document? 
1O:33: 2 32 5 A. Yes, this was putting it in the LLC. 
Page 47 
; 







for the school. And he went 300 and some odd feet deep. 1 O : 3 3 : 2 5 1 
And we decided well, hell, we're going to go anyway, so 10 : 3 3 : 2 8 2 
Q. Okay. And that looks like -- is that your J 
we picked up another 200 feet of pipe and brought it up 10 : 3 3 : 2 9 3 
there so he could drill. And he started drilling at 1 O : 3 3 : 31 4 
about 10:30 one morning and at 11:00 he was all done. 10: 33: 37 5 
signature that appears there? 
A. Yeah, I think so. 
Q. On December 24, 2002? Does that sound about 
right? 
1 O : 3 O : 2 2 6 At 12 feet he hit a -- ran into water, come up within 10: 33: 38 6 A. That's what it says. 
10 : 3 0 : 2 7 7 6 feet of the top of the ground And it was good water. 10 : 3 3 : 3 9 7 Q. Okay. Did you talk to anyone other than Brian 
1 O : 3 O : 3 o 8 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) Well, good 1 O : 3 3 : 4 2 8 about putting the Locust Grove real property into ADW, 
10: 30: 31 9 A. And that was -- that was our big surprise that 10: 33: 4 8 9 
10: 30: 3410 we had But anyway, then we put a generator in. We put 10: 33: 4 910 
10 : 3 O : 3 911 a water pump in and everything so that it was livable. 1 O : 3 3 : 5 O ll 
1 O : 3 O : 4 712 In fact, we even put in a shower. And that's something 
1 O : 3 0 : 5 713 that the cowboys up there hadn't ever had before. 
1 O : 31 : O O 14 Q. And it sounds like that's something that Brian 
1 O : 31 : O 315 and Doug helped you with? 
10: 31: 0516 A. Oh,yeah. 







1 0 : 31 : 1 018 was running the farm at Locust Grove, did he involve you 10 : 3 4 : 0 3 18 
1 O : 31 : 1219 in decisions that were made with respect to the farm? 1 O : 3 4 : 12 19 
10:31:1620 A. Oh,probably. Idon'tknow. 10:34:5020 
10:31:1921 Q. You don't recall? 10:34:5421 
LLC? 
A. No. 
Q. Did you have any --
A. Oh, yeah, I talked with my wife. 
Q. And who would -
A That was Florence. 
Q. In2002? 
A. Was it 2002? 
Q. Wel if you'll look at the document there. 
A. Oh. Yeah, no, she was dead and gone. 
December 24, 2002. (Reviewing document.) 
MR. TIIARP: Is that Exhibit No. 30? 
MR. DINIUS: Yes. 
10: 31: 2122 A. I don't recall, no. 10: 34: 5622 MR. TIIARP: Thank you. 
1 O : 31 : 2 3 2 3 Q. Okay. At some point Locust Grove, that real 10 : 3 4 : 5 7 2 3 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) And maybe I can help you out 
10 : 31 : 2 92 4 property was put into ADW, LLC; do you recall that? 1 O : 3 4 : 5 9 2 4 a little bit. What I'm trying to understand is, I mean, 
10: 31: 3625 A. Yeah. Yeah. 10 : 3 5 : 0 0 2 5 you've already indicated you talked to Brian about 
(208)345-9611 
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would I think have 16 percent and 6 times 16 is what? 
96? 
Q. That's pretty good math. 
A. Well, and then I was to get 4 percent 
Q. Okay. So, did you understand, then, that when 
the property was sold each of your children would 
receive 16 percent and you would receive 4 percent -
A. Yeah. 
Q. - of the money from the sale? 
A. Yes, I did 
Q. Okay. And were you okay with that? 
A. Yeah. I woke up -- I woke up a few weeks 
later and found out I didn't have any money in the bank, 
though. And Brian had told me I had $2 million in the 
bank when he wanted to put it in the LLC. So, I said, 
"Fine." 
Q. Well, let's talk about that. You said you 





Q. What caused you to wake up and realize at that 
point? 
A. I found out I didn't have any money in the 
Page 55 
bank. 
Q. And how did you discover you didn't have any 
money in the bank? 
A. I went to the bank one day to draw some money 
out and there wasn't any there. 
Q. What bank did you go to? 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. Okay. Would it have been in Idaho or Utah? 
A No, it would have been in Idaho. 
Q. Okay. 
A Oh, no, it wouldn't have been in Idaho. It 
1 0 : 4 4 : O 112 would have been in Utah. 
1 O : 4 4 : 0 413 Q. Okay. And when would that have been? Would 
10 : 4 4 : 0 714 that have been within a few weeks of you signing Exhibit 
10:44:1315 No.31? 
10:44:1316 A. Yes. 
1 0 : 4 4 : 141 7 Q. Okay. What did you do -- because that would 
1 O : 4 4 : 1918 have put it, say, March of 2003; right? Because Exhibit 
1O:44: 2 319 No. 31 was signed February 15, 2003; right? 
10 : 4 4 : 2 92 0 A. Whatever. I don't know. 
1 O : 4 4 : 3 O 21 Q. Okay. So, in March of 2003 when you went to 
1 O : 4 4 : 3 32 2 the bank in Utah and figured out that you didn't have 
1 0 : 4 4 : 3 7 2 3 money, tell me what you did 
1 o : 4 4 : 4 2 2 4 A. I called Brian and raised hell with him. 















































to you raising hell with him? 
A. He said, "Well, Dad, you don't need the 
money." 
Q. And what did you say to that? 
A. I said, "Well, where am I going to get it at?" 
And he said, "Oh, well, don't wony about it. We'll 
find it." 
Q. And did that calm you down? 
A. Yeah. He had been - he had been finding the 
stuff for me and doing it for years. 
Q. From your perspective, at least up to the 
point that you had this conversation with Brian after 
you figured out you didn't have $2 million in the bank, 
had Brian done a good job finding money for you and 
managing your affairs? 
A. I don't know. It seemed like every time I 
wanted money he would find it for me. But I'm not 
saying that was good, but it kept me going. 
:1 
Q. Fair enough. After you discovered that you J 
didn't have as much money in the bank in that March of j 
2003 time period, did you ever call George and ask him 
to take a look at stuff for you to make sure Brian was 
doing a decent job? 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. Okay. Did you talk to Doug or Gene about any 
Page 57 ~ 
of these issues? 
A. No. 
Q. Okay. 
A Not that I can remember anyway. 
Q. Okay. We've talked and it sounds to me like 
Brian was -- I mean, he had the power of attorney and 
Brian was pretty active in managing your financial 
affairs --
A Yeah. 
Q. -- throughout the years. 
A. Too active, right 
Q. Too active? Did Doug ever have any 
involvement in managing your finances? 
A None. 
Q. Okay. Did Gene ever have any involvement in 
managing your finances? 
A Not that I can recall. 
Q. Okay. 
(Exhibit 33 marked) 
Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) I'm going to hand you what's 
~ 




10: 47: 5925 
recognize that document. 
A. (Reviewing document.) No, I don't remember 
this at all. 
Q. Okay. Is that your signature? 
(208)345-9611 
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A. Oh, yes. 
Q. So, back to this conversation that you had 
with Brian when you realized in March of2003 that you 
didn't have as much money in the bank, did you discuss 
that with Stella? 
A. I don't remember whether I did or not. 
Q. Okay. Because that would be it seems like a 
pretty big issue that you would probably discuss with 
your wife. 
A. I probably would have. 
Q. And I'm just trying to make sure that --
A. I don't know. 
Q. You don't recall having a discussion with 
Stella about that? 
A. No. I had a lot of discussions with Stella, 
but I don't recall them all. 
Q. And I'm not interested in all of the 
discussions you may have had with Stella What I'm 
interested in is the discussions you would have had with 
Stella in the 2003 time period after discovering that 
you didn't have $2 million in the bank. 
A. I don't know. 
Q. Do you recall any instance where the 
revelation that you didn't have $2 million in the bank 
led to any disagreements between you and Stella? 
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A. No. 
Q. Has there ever been a point in time that you 
and Stella have argued about money? 
A. No. 
Q. Has there ever been a time that you and Stella 
have argued about your boys? 
A. Not that I can recall. 
Q. Okay. Was Gene injured while working for you? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Tell me what happened to Gene. 
A. On Thanksgiving Day we were putting an 
addition on the airport office building and he was up on 
the second floor that was the part we built on. We were 
putting some tar paper down and it was going to storm. 
And he backed up, backed off over the edge 
where he had come up on a ladder. And then he fell down 
and he hit the ladder on the way down, broke the ladder, 
and pretty well broke him up. 
And I couldn't get down. I had to go over and 
go down through the air intake for the computer in the 
1 0 : 5 5 : 3 4 21 computer room is how I got off the roof. 
10 : 5 5 : 3 7 2 2 Q. Because the ladder broke, you were stuck on 
10:55:4023 theroof? 
10:55:4124 A. Yeah. They didn't have any other ladders 















































Q. What year was that on Thanksgiving Day? 
A. I can't tell you. I don't know what year it 
was. 
Q. Okay. Do you remember what kind of injuries 
Gene suffered from that fall? 
A. No. He can tell you, but I don't remember 
what all there was. 
Q. Was he hurt pretty bad? 
A. Yes, he was. 
Q. Was Doug hurt while working for you? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you recall what happened to Doug? 
A. No, I wasn't there. 
Q. Where was Doug hurt or what's your 
understanding of where Doug was hurt? 
A. Well, something that he was working in the 
shop, something -- and he was handling something. He 
twisted his back and I don't know anything more than 
that about it. 
Q. Okay. How about Brian? Was Brian hurt while 
working for you? 
A. He sure was. 
Q. Okay. Were you present when Brian was hurt? 
A. Yes, I was. 
Q. What happened to Brian? 
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A. A tree fell on him. 
Q. That happened up at Bear Valley? 
A. Mm-hmm. 
Q. Is that a "Yes"? 
A. Yes, it was, on the Forest Service. 
Q. Do you -- what happened to Brian? 
A. We were cutting these poles that had been 
burned and Doug and Brian were cutting them and I was --
I was taking the tractor and towing them out when they 
got them -- when they got them cut down. And I was just 
coming back in to pick up another one when I looked and 
I saw coming from behind them, nowhere near looking at 
them or anything that they had seen, coming from behind 
them this tree fell and hit Brian on the head. And the 
only thing that saved him was the fact that the -- it 
was the top eight foot of the tree and it was only about 
this big around where it broke (indicating.) 
MR. CIARK: And the record will show that he's 
using his thumb and first finger to make a circle. 
THE WITNESS: About an inch and a half in 
1 O : 5 8 : 0 4 2 1 diameter. 
10 : 5 8 : O 5 2 2 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) So, it could have been way 
1 O : 5 8 : 0 7 2 3 worse if that tree was thicker at the top? 
1 0 : 5 8 : 1 O 2 4 A. That's right. He probably wouldn't have been 
10: 58: 14 2 5 here today ifit had been. 
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A. Well, it was moved from -- when we sold the 
ranch, it was moved to Locust Grove. When we sold the 
Locust Grove, he moved it wherever he was going. 
Q. Okay. 
A. We-
Q. When you say "the equipment" or "all of that 
equipment," however you phrased it, what are we talking 
about specifically? 
A. I don't know exactly. I don't have a list of 
everything. 
Q. Do you have a list somewhere? 
A. I did have. I don't know that I still do or 
09:20:0413 not. 
O 9 : 2 0 : O 414 Q. What do you recall from that list as far as 
0 9 : 2 O : 0 715 equipment that you think Brian gave to Doug 
O 9 : 2 O : 111 6 inappropriately? 
e 
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A. Goodness gracious. I can't remember his name 
now. I think it was Curt. 
Q. Do you know Curt's last name? 
A. I do, but I can't remember it. 
Q. Is he a friend of yours or somebody that 
you--
A. No. 
Q. -- met merely because he was interested in 
buying the equipment? 
A No, he wasn't a friend of mine at that time, 
but he had a -- he had a farm out there that he needed 
the equipment on. 
Q. Okay. And what did he offer to pay you for 
that equipment? 
A. $38,000. 










A. Well, any of the equipment that's there that 


























about this with Curt, was the equipment still at Locust :.! 
Grove? ~ 
~ 
Q. Okay. And tell me why you say that. 
A. Well, because he had never gotten any 
permission to do it. 
Q. Meaning Brian didn't get your permission? 
A. That's right. 
Q. Did you and Brian ever have any discussions 
whatsoever about the equipment that I guess would have 
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O 9 : 2 O : 3 8 1 been at Locust Grove at the time Locust Grove was sold? O 9 : 2 3 : 11 1 
O 9 : 2 O : 4 3 2 A. Not that I can remember. O 9 : 2 3 : 14 2 
0 9 : 2 O : 4 6 3 Q. Did you ever express to Brian any expectation, O 9 : 2 3 : 1 6 3 
O 9 : 2 0 : 5 O 4 your expectation as to what you wanted to happen with O 9 : 2 3 : 1 7 4 
09:20:54 5 thatequipment? 09:23:23 5 
09:20:54 6 A. Idon'trememberthateither. 09:23:27 6 
09:20:56 7 Q. Okay. Canyougivemeanideaofwhatwe're 09:23:33 7 
0 9 : 2 0 : 5 9 8 talking about? I mean, is it tractors? Is it pickups? O 9 : 2 3 : 4 2 8 
09:21:03 9 Isitracecars? 09:24:02 9 
0 9: 21: O 710 A. It was tractors, a couple of tractors, 09: 2 4 : O 310 
09:21:1211 trailers. 09:24:0611 
09: 21: 1612 Q. So, two tractors? 09: 24: 0712 
o 9 : 21 : 1813 A. I think so. O 9 : 2 4 : o 913 
0 9 : 2 1 : 1814 Q. Do you remember what type they were? 
O 9 : 2 1 : 2 215 A. Not right oflband, no. 
O 9 : 21 : 2 416 Q. Okay. What do you estimate the value of those 
09:21:2817 twotractorstobe? 







Q. Where was the equipment? 
A. It was out in Gem County at Doug's place. 
Q. How long after the sale of Locust Grove to the 
best of your recollection did this discussion with Curt 
occur about buying most of the equipment? 
A. I don't recall. 
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Q. I'm trying to get a sense if we're talking 
months or years. 
A. I don't even recall that. 
Q. Okay. Well, I would appreciate if you could 
maybe figure out Curt's last name and then let Mr. Clark 
know so he can let me know. Is that fair? 
A. Yeah, I- he works with my son-in-law, so -
Q. Who does he work with? Curt Winston? 
A. That's the one. 
Q. Okay. And who does he work with? 
A. He works with George. 
Q. Is he an accountant? 
A. I don't know what he does. All I know is he's 
over in that same office. 
Q. Okay. 
A. And I know he's running a little ranch out 
here, or was. 
Q. Okay. When Locust Grove sold, was there -- I 
0 9 : 2 1 : 3 31 9 equipment that was there from somebody that was at --
0 9 : 21 : 3 7 2 O the fellow that went with me was interested in buying 
09: 21: 4021 it. 
O 9 : 2 4 : 3 4 19 mean, rm asswning all of the equipment from the ranch 
0 9 : 2 4 : 3 6 2 0 had been moved to Locust Grove. 
0 9 : 21 : 412 2 Q. Buying everything? 
O 9: 21: 4 32 3 A. Well, no, not everything, but most everything. 
0 9 : 2 1 : 4 7 2 4 He would have taken everything. 
09: 21: 4925 Q. And who was that person that was with you? 
0 9 : 2 4 : 3 8 21 A. I'm assuming the same thing. 
0 9 : 2 4 : 4 0 2 2 Q. Okay. Who or what entity owned that equipment 
O 9 : 2 4 : 4 6 2 3 that you were talking with Curt about selling? What rm 
0 9 : 2 4 : 5 3 2 4 trying to get a sense of, Don, is whether you owned that 
0 9 : 2 4 : 5 7 2 5 stuff personally or whether it was Simco Land or BAFCO 
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or WACO orD Bar W or--
A. It was D Bar W. 
Q. Okay. So, that equipment would have been 




Q. When Locust Grove sold was there - well, 
strike that 











09:28:0311 0 9 : 2 5 : 2 4 11 Grove property prior to the sale? 
09:25:2712 A. Idon'tknow. Idon'tremember. 09:28:0412 
09: 25: 2 913 Q. Okay. What rm trying to get a sense ofis 09: 28: 0713 
0 9: 2 5: 3 3 14 your recollection of the condition of Locust Grove with O 9: 2 8 : 0 814 
O 9 : 2 5 : 3 6 15 respect to equipment stored there. Was there equipment O 9 : 2 8 : 0 915 
0 9 : 2 5 : 3 9 16 that didn't operate, junk equipment, stored at Locust O 9 : 2 8 : 1116 
O 9 : 2 5 : 4 4 1 7 Grove? 0 9 : 2 8 : 18 1 7 

































it. If it did work or didn't work, I have no idea. 0 9 : 2 8 : 3 3 1 9 
Q. Do you know how much cleanup was required to O 9 : 2 8 : 3 7 2 0 
ready the property for transfer to the new buyer? I O 9 : 2 8 : 4 0 2 1 
mean, how much stuff had to be hauled oft'? How much O 9 : 2 8 : 4 3 2 2 
cleanup had to be done? 
A. I don't know what the arrangements were. 
Q. Do you know if the buyer required everything 
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to be removed from the property equipment wise? 
A. I have no idea 
Q. Okay. I mean, would that be something Brian 
handled? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Anybody else besides Brian? 
A. Not that I can recall. 
Q. Okay. So, back to this time that you went to 
Doug and Ginny's house and the sheriff was called. Did 
you ever speak with Doug after that? 
A. No. 
Q. Did you call him and talk to him on the phone 
at all about the equipment? 
A. I tried to. I couldn't get him. 
Q. When is the last time you talked with Doug? 
A. I don't recall. 
Q. Okay. I understand there may have been a 
meeting in Vegas years ago? 
A. Oh, something, but I don't remember. 
Q. Okay. 
A. I remember something about he came down there 
while I was down there and wanted to discuss the 
possibility of me buying a ranch for him. 
Q. Did you discuss that with him? 






























Q. Anything else you discussed with him? 
A. I don't recall. 
Q. Okay. Do you remember what year that was? 
A. No, I don't. 
Q. Is that the last time you sat down or saw Doug 
face to face? 
A. I don't recall that either. I just don't 
know. 





Q. Has that always been the case? 
A. No. 
Q. What do you attribute -- what's the triggering 
event in your mind that has strained or led your 
relationship to be strained with Doug? 
A. I don't know. I guess it was just a long-tenn 
deal with a whole bunch oflittle items that went 
together that just didn't set right with me. 
Q. Dating back how far? 
A. What? 
Q. Dating back how far? 
A. From when? 
Page 
Q. That's what I'm asking you. When did these 
little things that culminated in where we're at today 
with you and Doug, when did it start? 
A. Oh, about the time that we sold Locust Grove. 
Q. So, prior to the sale of Locust Grove, at 
least from your perspective you thought things were 
okay? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What specifically with respect to the sale of 
Locust Grove do you think changed your and Doug's 
relationship? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. I mean, is it as simple to say as it's this 
equipment issue or it's something else? 
A. No, I think it was just the overall situation, 
87 
the way things matured, what was going on and not going 
on, and what I was fmding out and not fmding out 
Q. Did Doug ever express to you that he was upset 
about the sale of Locust Grove? 
A. No. 
Q. Never did? 
A. No. 
Q. Did Doug ever say anything to you along the 
lines that he had been led to believe that Locust Grove 
was going to be given to him for him taking care of it 
5 (Pages 84 to 87) 




- Page 92 
09:36:55 1 to that page. 
09:36:59 2 A. (Witness complied.) Okay. 
09:37:04 3 Q. Is that your signature that appears there? 
09:37:07 4 A I think it is, yes. 
09:37:10 5 Q. Okay. And did you understand when you signed 
09:37:14 6 this you were doing so under oath in the divorce 
09:37:17 7 proceeding? 
09:37:22 8 A. I don't remember whether I did or not. 
09:37:24 9 Q. Okay. Is this something you would have 
09:37:2910 reviewed and read before you signed? 
09:37:3311 A. Probably. 
09:37:3412 Q. Okay. You would have -
09:37:3613 A. And if I did, I talked to my attorney and he 
09:37:3914 told me there wasn't a damn thing I could do about it, 
09:37:4415 that's the way it was. 
09:37:4716 Q. Tell me what you mean by that, that there 
09:37:5017 wasn't a damn thing you could do about it. 
09:37:5318 A. Wei~ it wasn't going to change anything. 
09:37:5619 That's the way it was and that's the way it was going to 
09:37:5920 stay. 
09:38:0021 Q. Meaning you had to sign it as is? 
09:38:0422 A. Yeah. 
09:38:0423 Q. Well, did you have input in drafting this? 
09:38:0724 A. No. 
09:38:0825 Q. Do you know where your attorney got the 
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0 9 : 3 8 : O 9 1 information to draft it? 
0 9 : 3 8 : 10 2 A. I don't know. I don't think he drafted it. I 
0 9 : 3 8 : 13 3 think her attorney drafted it. 
O 9 : 3 8 : 16 4 Q. Okay. And do you know who Robert Echard is? 
A. No. I think that was her attorney. 
MR. CLARK: Counse~ I might point out, it 
says "Attorney for Petitioner" in the caption and the 
Petitioner is Leila Pauline Watkins. 
MR. DINIUS: Yeah, I know. That's what fm 
trying to understand. 
Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) So, you don't remember who 
represented you in the divorce? 
A. No. An attorney in Salt Lake. 




















































A. It doesn't ring a bell. No, I don't. O 9 : 4 1 : 5 7 15 
Q. Okay. Do you remember what would have led you O 9 : 4 2 : 0 0 16 
0 9 : 3 9 : 10 1 7 to Leila's attorney to sign an affidavit drafted by her 
09:39:1518 attorney? 






Q. Your attorney would have told you to sign it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. But you don't recall who that was? 
A. No. 
Q. Okay. Do you have any records from the 












Q. Nothing whatsoever? 
A None. 
Q. Okay. Would you be willing to execute a 
release to allow us to obtain whatever records your 
attorney in that divorce action has? 
A No. 
Q. No? How come? 
A I don't think it's any of your business. 
Q. Tell me why. 
A. It doesn't affect anything that you have to do 
with. 
Q. Well, let's talk about that. Ifl can get you 
to turn to within that document page WvW 45. 
A. (Witness complied) 
Q. Did you get to that page? ;i 
A. Yes, I see it. 
A 
Q. Paragraph 10 specifically there at the bottom tl :1 
of the page. The second sentence that starts right ~ ~ 
' along the bottom says: "The Respondent has obligations ~
to three of his sons in a combined amount of$5,300 per 
month." 
A. That was right at that time because they was 
working for me. 
Q. They were working for you? 
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A. They were working for me. !l 
Q. Okay. It goes on to say: "$3,000 per month 
is being paid to Brian, a son who was injured while 
working on the Respondent's ranch." 
A. Well, and that was an error that they made 
because it wasn't my land. 
Q. Okay. It goes on to say: "$1,000 is being 
paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by working 
on the ranch." Then it goes on to say: "$1,300 is 
being paid to Eugene, who was injured when he was 
working for a business the Respondent used to own in 
Boise. Idaho. These three sons are unable to hold , 
full-time jobs because of the injuries they received 
while working for the Respondent." 
So far have I read that correctly? 
A. You read it correctly, but it wasn't correct. 
Q. Well, which part wasn't correct so far that -
A. Any one of the three of them could have held a 
job. 
Q. Okay. But you understood that you signed this 
affidavit? 
A. Well, yeah, I did, but I didn't agree_with all 
of it, but my attorney told me to sign it 
Q. Okay. 
A. So, I try to do what my attorney tells me to 
(208)345-9611 
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o 9 : 4 2 : 2 2 2 Q. Okay. 
09:42:24 3 A. So,Isignedit. 






















Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since 
approximately 1989, which predates the Respondent's 
marriage to the Petitioner." 
Was that true? 
A. That's true. 
Q. Okay. "Without these fimds, these individuals 
would not be able to sustain themselves and their 
families." Was that true? 
A. At that time that was the case. 
Q. So, that was true? 
A. Yes, it was true. 
Q. Okay. This is not --
A. That was -- let me put it this way: It was 
true to the best of my knowledge. 
Q. Fair enough. "This is not being done as a 
charity, but because of an obligation owed by the 
Respondent." Was that true? 
A. No, but that's what happened. 




A. But what are you going to do when your 
attorney tells you to sign something and you've been 
going through something for months? 
Q. Well, you understand the oath; right? I mean, 
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09:44:33 1 A. No,notthatl--
0 9 : 4 4 : 3 5 2 Q. Did you have anyone other than your attorney 
O 9 : 4 4 : 3 8 3 assisting you? 
09:44:38 4 A. Notthatlrecall. 
0 9 : 4 4 : 3 9 5 Q. So, this isn't something that Brian would have 
0 9 : 4 4 : 4 2 6 put together for the lawyer? 
0 9 : 4 4 : 4 4 7 A. No, not that I remember. 
o 9 : 4 4 : 4 4 8 Q. Okay. 
0 9 : 4 4 : 4 5 9 A. It might have been that the lawyer called him 




















that I can't say. I just don't know. 
Q. Okay. Anywhere in this paragraph that we just 
read does it indicate that Doug specifically is being 
paid the $1,000 a month because he's working for you? 
A. Yes, it does. 
Q. Can you show me that? 
A. Nope, I can't. 
Q. So, would you agree with me that it doesn't? 
A. It doesn't say that. 
Q. Okay. Do you recall during the divorce action 
asking your boys to sign affidavits with respect to the 
payments they were receiving from you? 
A. No, I don't at all. 
Q. You don't remember that? 
A. No. 
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Q. Do you know whether or not the boys executed 
affidavits in connection with your divorce? 













our Madam Court Reporter here has sworn you in today to O 9 : 4 6 : 2 2 5 (Exhibit 50 marked.) 
tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the O 9 : 4 6 : 2 4 6 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) rm going to hand you what's 
marked Exhibit No. 50, Don, and ask you if you recognize 
that. 
truth. 09:46:30 7 
A. Well, you can look at it for - yes, I do. 
Q. I mean, you understand that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you understand that this document was 
0 9 : 4 3 : 4 2 12 filed with the court in Utah in connection with the 









A. I guess it was. I don't know. 
Q. Okay. Do you know where whoever wrote this 
document got this information? 
A. Probably got it from me. 
Q. Okay. Well, and this divorce-- well, this 
document was signed in April of 1998; right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that would be before the power of attorney 




Q. Okay. What rm interested in knowing is, I 
0 9 : 4 4 : 2 9 2 5 mean, did Brian assist you with the divorce from Leila? 
09:46:35 8 
O 9. : 4 7 : 3 2 9 A. (Reviewing document.) Well, I sure as hell 
O 9 : 4 8 : 0 6 1 O wouldn't agree to it. 
0 9 : 4 8 : O 8 11 Q. Well, do you recognize it? 
09:48:1012 
09:48:1213 
A. That's the first time I've ever seen it. 
Q. Okay. Tell me what you mean when you said, "I 
0 9 : 4 8 : 2 0 14 sure as hell wouldn't agree to it." 
O 9 : 4 8 : 2 2 15 A. Well, I wouldn't agree to all of the things 
0 9 : 4 8 : 2 4 16 that's written in there. 




A. Any -- none of it 
Q. Okay. Paragraph 1 says: -
A. None of it. 
0 9 : 4 8 : 3 3 21 Q. -- "Your affumt," which is Doug, "is a son of 





Q. Okay. So, you agree with something in it? 
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A. Well, ifl didn't agree with it, it wouldn't 
change anything. 




with. But now we've got rid of paragraph 1. You agree O 9 : 5 0 : 5 6 4 
withthat? 09:50:57 5 
A. Well, that's okay. 09: 50: 59 6 
Q. Okay, 2 says: "In September, 1989, while O 9: 51: 0 3 7 
working for the Respondent," which would be you, "on a O 9 : 51 : 0 3 8 
leaf spring on a large truck, your affiant herniated the O 9 : 51 : 0 3 9 
disk in his back between IA andL5." 09: 51: 0 610 
A. He wasn't working for me. He was working for 09:51:0811 
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Q. Did you know whether or not Doug had surgery 
in December of 1989? 
A. No, I did not know that at all. 
Q. Okay. 
A. I don't know whether he did or not There's 
something in here says yes, he did. I can't - I don't 
know. 
Q. Okay. You never talked to Doug about that -
A. No. 
Q. - aspect of his injury either? 
A. No. 
D Bar W Land and Cattle Company. o 9: 51 : o 912 Q. Okay. Do you know if-- and rm looking at 
Q. Who owned D Bar W Land and Cattle Company? 
A. I did 
Q. Okay. And that's fair. I'm not going to play 
legal wizard with you, but you draw a distinction 
between him working for you and working for D Bar W? 
0 9 : 51 : 15 13 paragraph 4 where the affidavit says: "Since the 
O 9 : 51 : 18 14 injury, your affiant has been unable to perform the 
0 9 : 51 : 2 115 original duties associated with his work for the 
09:51:2416 Respondent." 





















A. Yes, I do. 
Q. Fair enough. So, with that clarification, you 










Q. Okay. Then it says: "Beginning January, ~ 
1990, your affiant has been paid $1,000 per month for J 
O 9: 4 9: 4 021 D Bar Won the ranch? 
O 9 : 4 9 : 4 O 2 2 A. I don't know. I never knew until later and 
0 9 : 4 9 : 4 52 3 somebody told me that. And I talked to Rollin Baker, 
O 9 : 4 9 : 4 8 2 4 who was manager of the ranch, and he didn't know that -- 0 9 : 5 1 : 4 7 2 4 
O 9 : 4 9 : 5 2 2 5 something that Doug had hurt his back when he was O 9 : 5 1 : 4 9 2 5 
the injury received while working for the Respondent." 
Did Doug start receiving payments from you 
or -- well, it says you, beginning January, 1990. 
A. No, he didn't. 
Q. Did he begin receiving payments from any 




carrying a spring or something. And that's all I ever 
knew about it. 
)j 






Q. Did you ever talk to Doug about it? 
A. No. 
0 9 : 5 O : O 1 5 Q. You never asked him if he got hurt? 
o 9 : 5 O : O 4 6 A. No. 
09: 50: 05 7 Q. How come? 
0 9 : 5 0 : O 6 8 A. Well, it was pretty evident. Rollin had 
09:50:06 9 alreadytoldmehedid 
09:50:0610 Q. Thathegothurt? 
0 9 : 5 0 : 0 611 (Reporter clarification.) 
0 9 : 5 0 : 1212 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) So, because Rollin told you, 
O 9 : 5 O : 1513 you didn't feel the need to ask Doug? 















A. From the ranch. 
Q. And that would be D Bar W? 
A. Yeah. But I didn't have anything to do with 
that. That was between him and Rollin Balcer. 
Q. Okay. Was that one of those decisions that 
Rollin would have involved you in? 
A. No. 
Q. A decision to begin paying Doug for his 
injury? 
A. No, I don't think so. I don't remember 
whether it was or not, but anyway I don't recall it. 
Q. Is that something that Rollin would have had 
the authority to decide on his own? 
A. Yes. 
o 9 : 5 O : 1815 Q. Over the years and at the time Doug got hurt, 0 9 : 5 2 : 2 415 Q. Did you ever talce Doug to a doctor's 
0 9 : 5 0 : 2 11 6 how would you have characterized your relationship with O 9 : 5 2 : 3 41 6 appointment after his injury? 
09:50:2517 himin1989? 09:52:3617 A. No. 
0 9 : 5 O : 2 618 A. Just normal. 
O 9 : 5 O : 2 719 Q. Okay. Meaning it wasn't like now where you 
0 9: 5 0 : 2 92 0 weren't talking? 
09:50:3021 A.That'sright. 
0 9 : 5 0 : 312 2 Q. Okay. At any point did you ever ask Doug 
O 9 : 5 O : 3 6 2 3 about what happened to him, how he got hurt, how he 
0 9 : 5 0 : 4 O 2 4 felt, anything of that sort? 
09:50:4125 A. No, I did not. 
O 9 : 5 2 : 3 918 Q. Did you ever talce him to Saint Al's prior to 
09:52:4319 hissurgery? 






Q. Where were you living in 1989? 
A. On the road probably. 
Q. Tell me what you mean by that. 
A. I just -- traveling back and forth. 
Q. From? 
(208)345-9611 
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09:52:59 1 A. Seattle to here to Salt Lake. 09:56:45 1 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) With respect to paragraph 3, 
09:53:05 2 Q. So, you don't recall ever taking Doug to any 09:56:48 2 Mr. Watkins, it says: "Doug was not receiving a salary 
09:53:08 3 doctor's appoin1ments in connection with his back 09:56:57 3 of $3,000 per month in or about September 1993 for 
09:53:12 4 injury? 09:57:01 4 working full time. 11 Do you see where it says that? 
09:53:13 5 A. No, I don't 09:57:06 5 A. I couldn't find that according to the records 
09:53:14 6 Q. Would that have been something out of the 09:57:09 6 that he was. 
09:53:16 7 ordinary, I mean, being his father, to take him to a 09:57:10 7 Q. What records would you have reviewed to 
09:53:21 8 doctor's appointment? 09:57:11 8 determine what Doug's salary compensation was in 
09:53:22 9 A. Probably not, but at his age, he's a big boy 09:57:18 9 September of 1993? 
09:53:2610 and he drives. I imagine he would take himself. 09:57:2010 A. Well, I don't know because I don't know 
09:53:3111 Q. Fair enough. 09:57:2411 where - who he was working for or how he was working. 
09:54:0212 (Exhibit 51 marked.) 09:57:2812 Q. Okay, and that was going to be my next 
09:54:0713 Q. (BY MR DINIUS) rm going to hand you what's 09:57:3013 question. Where was Doug working in September of 1993? 
09:54:0914 been marked as Exhibit No. 51, Mr. Watkins, and ask you 09:57:3414 A. I have no idea. 
09:54:1315 if you recognize that document. 09:57:3615 Q. Okay. Do you know ifhe was working for 
09:54:2716 A. (Reviewing document.) lfl remember, I signed 09:57:3816 DBarW? 
09:55:4317 it. 09:57:3817 A. I have no idea. 
cJ 
09:55:4318 Q. That's what I was going to ask you. Is that 09:57:3918 Q. Okay. 1 
09:55:4619 your signature on page 5? 09:57:4019 A. I don't think so because -- well, he could I 
09:55:4720 A. It is, as bad as the signature is. 09:57:4720 probably - he was probably - I don't know. That's I 
09:55:5221 Q. Okay. It looks like you signed that last 09:57:5121 something you would have to ask Rollin Baker. I -- I 
09:55:5522 month on October 16th? 09:57:5422 just didn't keep track of anything like that. 
09:55:5623 A. I guess that's what it says. 09:57:5823 Q. And you trusted Rollin to take care of it? 
09:55:5824 Q. Well, do you remember signing it? 09:58:0224 A. Rollin -- yeah. 
09:55:5925 A. No. 09:58:0325 Q. Where does Rollin live at? 
Page 105 Page 107 I 
09:55:591 Q. Okay. Did you have an opportunity to review 09:58:06 1 A. Oregon. 
09:56:012 this and suggest any changes to it if you wanted? 09:58:06 2 Q. Where at in Oregon? 
09:56:06 3 A. I probably did 09:58:07 3 A. Oh, I don't remember the name of the little 
09:56:09 4 Q. Okay. I mean, this wasn't like the other one 09:58:09 4 town over there. 
09:56:12 5 where you were just told to sign it and signed it? 09:58:12 5 Q. Do you have contact information for Rollin? 
09:56:12 6 A. No. 09:58:14 6 A. Yeah. 
09:56:14 7 Q. Okay. 09:58:15 7 Q. Could you get that to Merlyn? 
09:56:14 8 MR. CLARK: Counsel, I think you need to 09:58:18 8 A. Yeah, I can get that to him 
09:56:14 9 correct -- I think it's October 11 because the 09:58:20 9 Q. Thank you. 
09:56:1610 certificate of service is October 15. 09:58:2010 A. He won't talk to you, though. 
09: 56: 2111 MR. DINIUS: Well, that looks like a 16 to me. 09:58:2211 Q. Howcome? 
09:56:2312 It could be 11. 09:58:2312 A. Because he already told me. 
09:56:2413 MR. CLARK: Okay. 09:58:2513 Q. He won't talk to me personally or talk to 
09:56:2514 Q. (BY MR DINIUS) But whether it was the 11th 09:58:2814 anybody? 
09: 56: 2715 or the 16th, Mr. Watkins, you're telling me you don't 09:58:2815 A. He won't talk to anybody about this at all. 
09: 56: 3116 remember signing this? 09:58:3116 He says, 111 have a lapse of memory. 11 
09:56:3217 A. No. 09:58:3617 Q. And what do you think he means by that? 
09:56:3218 Q. Okay. 09:58:3918 A. The man is sick. He can't even ride a horse 
09:56:3419 MR. CLARK: I thought he said he did remember. 09:58:4319 anymore. 
09:56:3720 MR. DINIUS: I thought he said he didn't. 09:58:4620 Q. He just doesn't want to be bothered with this 
09:56:3821 THE WITNESS: Oh, I remember signing this, 09:58:4921 family dispute? 
09: 56: 4122 yes. 09:58:5022 A. That's right, he does not want to be bothered. 
09:56:4123 MR. CLARK: That's what I thought he said 09:58:5323 And I don't blame him. 
09:56:4324 MR. DINIUS: Well, our record will speak for 09:58:5424 Q. Oh, rm not saying I blame him When did you 
09:56:4525 itself. 09:58:5725 talk to Rollin and he told you he didn't want to be 
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bothered and he wouldn't talk to anybody? 
A. Oh, I couldn't tell you. I talked to him 
several times a year, but I can't tell you what time it 
was. 
Q. Recently? 
A. No. No, I haven't talked to him -- well, no, 
I talked to his wife. I talked to his wife recently, 
but I didn't talk to Rollin. 
Q. So, you don't know where Doug was working in 
September of 1993? 
A. I have no idea. 













not know how much Doug was being compensated? 10 : 0 1 : 4 5 13 
A. That's right, I do not know. 1 0 : 0 1 : 4 8 14 
Q. Okay. In paragraph 3 of your declaration you 10 : 01 : 4 9 15 
go on to say: "Doug's pay was determined by how much he 1 0 : 0 1 : 5 0 1 6 
worked." 10: 01: 52 17 
A. That's what it's always done. 1 0 : 0 1 : 5 3 18 
Q. So, how was Doug -- 10 : 0 1 : 5 3 19 
A. I don't know. You see, I had nothing to do 10: 0 2: 0 4 2 0 
with this. 1 0 : 0 2 : 0 6 2 1 
Q. Okay. Okay. So, do you know whether Doug was 10 : 0 2 : 14 2 2 
hourly or salaried in 1993? 10: 0 2: 16 2 3 
A. It would have been hourly. 1 0 : 0 2 : 2 2 2 4 
Q. And how much was he being paid an hour? 1 0 : 0 2 : 2 6 2 5 
Page 109 
A. I don't know. 
Q. And why do you say it would have been hourly? 
A. Because that's the way everything normally, 
when they're not on full time, that's the way they would 
be paid, on hourly. 
Q. Meaning if they were part time they would be 
paid hourly? 
A. That's right. 
Q. Okay. Do you know whether Doug was full or 
part time? 













understanding that for the most part your sons have 
worked for you the majority of their adult lives. 
A. Well, for one of the companies I own or 
something. 
Q. Fair enough. Yeah, and that's a fair 
distinction. They didn't work for Arthur Donald 
Watkins, but they worked for D Bar W or one of your 
companies? 
A. Most of the time. Doug a lot of times was out 
contracting on his own. 
Q. And he was farming Locust Grove; is that 
right? 
A. yeah. Mm-hmm. 
MR. CLARK: Is that a "yes"? 
TIIE W11NESS: What? 
MR. CLARK: Is that a "yes"? 
THE Wl1NESS: Yes. Excuse me. 
MR. DINIUS: And she got it. That's why I 
didn't --
Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) Do you know if Doug's 
compensation was increased or decreased in 1994? 
A. I have no idea 
Q. Okay. Do you have any idea how many hours 
Doug worked in 1994 at the ranch? 
A. None at all. 
Page 111 
Q. So, you don't know ifit was more or less than 
the year before? 
A. No. 
Q. Would the same hold true, then, for all 
subsequent years, '95, '96, '97, up until the point the 
ranch was sold? 
A. That's right. I had no record of it at all. 
Brian was writing out all of the checks. 
Q. Even before the power of attorney? 
A. Mm-hmm. 
Q. Yes? 
1 0 : 0 0 : 3 812 Q. Okay. Do you have any idea over the course -- 1 0 : 0 2 : 5 8 12 
1 O : O O : 4 113 well, strike that. How long or how many years did Doug 1 O : O 3 : 0 0 13 
A. Yes. 













work at the ranch? 
A. I couldn't tell you that either. 
Q. Okay. Can you tell me how many years Doug 
worked full time or more on the ranch? 
A. No. 




Q. Did Brian? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Because I've kind of had an 
10 : 0 3 : 0 3 14 salary or compensation for Doug's work on the ranch? 
1 0 : 0 3 : O 8 15 A. I don't know. That would have been between 










Q. Fair enough. In paragraph 7 of your 
declaration, Mr. Watkins, it says: "In 2000, after the 
D Bar W Ranch sold, Doug stopped working for me 
regularly. I told Doug that it was time for him to get 
a job." Do you see that? 
A. Yeah. 
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Brian would send you invoices that Doug submitted for 10 : 41 : 31 1 
Page 130 
invoices he received from Doug? 
payment? 10:41:33 2 A. No. 
A. No, I don't remember. I don't remember where 10 : 41 : 3 5 3 Q. Okay. And you don't understand why he would 
have picked that one out to send to you? I got it from or how I got it or where it was at All I 
remember is that I got it and I knew it was utterly 
ridiculous. 
Q. And would this have been in the 1999 time 
frame when you spent the summer working on Barritz? 
A I don't remember, but I think it was before 
that 
Q. Before 1999? 
A. (Witness nodding head.) 
Q. Yes? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you ever call Doug up and say, "Hey, 
what's this invoice about, boy?" 
A. No. 
Q. How come? 
A. That wasn't my department. Brian was taking 
care of that and he was supposed to -- that's when I 
found out that Brian was stealing me blind. 
Q. Prior to l 999? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. Okay. And --
A. Or maybe it was -- no, not prior to 1999. It 
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Q. How far after that summer that you spent --
A. During the 2000 series. Because I didn't have 
the - I didn't have the property there before that. 
Q. What property didn't you have before that? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. Well, I'm just trying to follow you, 
Mr. Watkins, and you've lost me. 
A. I'm having trouble myself. 
Q. Well, you lost me, and I'm not saying that 
that takes a great deal of effort on your part. So, you 
talked about spending the summer of'99 at Barritz with 
your wife. Is that Stella you're referring to? 
A. Yes. 
1 O : 41 : 0 O 15 Q. Okay. And you were down there in Nampa 
1 O : 4 1 : O 2 16 working on the Barritz Apartments? 
10:41:0317 A. Yes. 
1 O : 41 : O 418 Q. And from your perspective it sounds like work 
1 O : 4 1 : O 7 19 hadn't been being done up to snuff? 
1 0 : 4 1 : 1 0 2 0 A. Absolutely right 
10 : 41 : 1121 Q. Okay. So, is it in that time period that you 
1 O : 41 : 15 2 2 received this $27,000 invoice from Doug? I mean, via 
1 O : 4 1 : 2 3 2 3 Brian, but Doug's invoice? 
1 O : 4 1 : 2 5 2 4 A. I don't remember when it was I got it. 























A. I don't know - I don't remember how come I 
got that one. 
Q. Okay. And did you call Brian up and ask him 
to do anything to address it? 
A. No. 
Q. Howcome? 
A. That's when I found out he was too crooked to 
worry about. 
Q. Brian was too crooked? 
A. That's right. He had been stealing me blind. 
Q. And how did you discover that? 
A. I went back and checked what was going on and 
where the money disappeared to. 
Q. And what I'm interested in understanding is 
what you did to discover what was going on and --
A. With regards to what? 
Q. With the money disappearing. 
A. I just-- let's put it this way: That's the 
way it looked to me. 
Q. No, no, and I'm not - I understand that's 
your perception and that's what you believe. What I'm 
Page 131 










A. I don't remember. 
Q. Did you go to a bank and get copies of your 
statements? 
A. I don't remember whether I did or not. 
Q. Okay. Did you call up or meet with George 
Wadsworth and go over fmancial stuff? 
A. Sometimes, but not for that particular. 
10 : 4 3 : 0 710 Q. Okay. Did you receive documentation from 
10 : 4 3 : 1111 Brian that caused you concern that he was not managing 
10 : 4 3 : 1612 your interests? 
1 O : 4 3 : 1813 A. Well, he used to send me stuff every once in a 
10 : 4 3 : 2 214 while. And then I -- like when I agreed to let him sell 
10 : 4 3 : 2 815 Locust Grove and he told me I had $2 million in the 
1 O : 4 3 : 3 416 bank. And I didn't have $200. 
1 o : 4 3 : 3 71 7 Q. Okay. You've made several references and it's 
1 O : 4 3 : 4 318 been referenced in numerous pleadings in this case about 
1 o : 4 3 : 4 719 this comment that Brian told you you had $2 million in 
1 O : 4 3 : 5 O 2 O the bank. And so that I'm clear, that conversation 
1 O : 4 3 : 5 7 2 1 occurred in connection with the decision to sell -· 
1 o : 4 4 : o 52 2 strike that. That conversation occurred in connection 
1 O : 4 4 : O B 2 3 with your gifting interest in ADW, LLC, to your 
10: 44: 1324 children? 
10:44:1325 A. That's right. 
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Q. Did Doug ever have anything to do with 
managing your financial affairs? 
A Not that I know 0£ 
Q. I mean you never gave Doug a power of 
attorney, did you? 
A No, I didn't. 




A Not for a long time. 
Q. I mean during the 2000 to 2009 time frame. 
A No. 
Q. Did Doug ever have any role in saddling you 
with any debts? 
A I don't know. 
Q. Wei~ are you aware of any debt that you 
0 9 : 2 7 : 12 18 are obligated to pay that Doug put in place? 
0 9 : 2 7 : 1 7 19 A Not right offhand. 
0 9 : 2 7 : 19 2 0 Q. Okay. Did Gene ever incur any debt that 
O 9 : 2 7 : 2 4 21 you were responsible for? 
0 9 : 2 7 : 3 2 2 2 A I don't remember. 














Q. Did Doug have any role whatsoever in 
assisting you or helping in any way to get tax returns 
done for you? 
A No. At least not that I can recall. 
Q. Okay. Wel~ do you ever recall an instance 
where Doug got a refimd, a tax refimd, that should have 
come to you? 
A No, I don't recall it 
Q. Are you aware of any information that 
indicates Doug accessing your personal financial 
accounts? 
O 9 : 3 o : 3 7 12 A No. 
O 9 : 3 0 : 4 113 Q. How about Gene, do you know if Gene ever 
0 9 : 3 O : 4 5 14 had access to your personal accounts? And let's narrow 
O 9 : 3 0 : 5115 it to that 2000 to 2009 time period 
09:30:5516 
09:30:5817 
A. Oh, then I can say no, he didn't have. 
Q. Okay. Neither Doug nor Gene had access to 
O 9: 31: O 118 your accounts? 
o 9 : 3 1 : O 2 1 9 A. Not that I know of. 
O 9: 31 : O 7 2 O Q. Do you know if Doug had access to financial 
0 9 : 31 : 14 21 accounts belonging to either of the trusts? 
O 9 : 31 : 1 9 2 2 A I don't know. 
O 9 : 31 : 2 5 2 3 Q. Did you own real property in Umatilla, 
O 9 : 2 7 : 4 2 2 4 Brian for information regarding your financial affairs? O 9 : 31 : 2 7 2 4 Oregon? 










Q. Okay. Did you review accounting and 
bookkeeping records during the time period 2000 to 
2009? 
A I don't recall whether I did or not. 
Q. If you didn't-- well, strike that. 
Why wouldn't you review accounting and 
bookkeeping records relating to your businesses, your 
personal financial interests? 
O 9 : 2 8 : 16 9 A Wel~ basically because it was going over 











Q. Tell me about that. What kind of property 
was it? 
A. It's a property that I bought that was a 
pretty good size so that I could put houses on it. And 
I did that because my daughter and her husband were 
teaching school over there, and so I wanted to build 
them a house. So I took on a whole deal, made a 
subdivision out ofit. 
Q. Gotcha. 
0 9 : 3 2 : 0 4 10 A And then I built their house. 
0 9 : 2 8 : 2 811 when I run across one income tax return showed $30,000 0 9 : 3 2 : 0 6 11 Q. And when was that? So did you develop the 
O 9 : 2 8 : 3 612 in ranch expenses on the first page and the ranch 
0 9 : 2 8 : 4 O 13 hadn't been available for ten years, and I says, "What 
0 9: 2 8: 4214 the hell is going on?" 
0 9 : 2 8 : 4 315 And he says, "I don't know. I just took 
O 9: 2 8: 4 616 what Brian told me." 
o 9 : 2 8 : 4 71 7 Q. So George didn't understand why --
09: 28: 5018 A. No. 
O 9 : 2 8 : 5119 Q. What year was that? 
O 9: 2 8: 542 O A. I don't remember. 
O 9: 2 8 : 5 821 Q. You indicated you depended on your 
o 9: 2 9: O 02 2 son-in-law George. 
O 9 : 2 9 : O 12 3 I think we talked earlier this week, George 
09: 29: 0424 isaCPA;right? 
09: 29: 0625 A. Yes. 
0 9 : 3 2 : 0 9 12 entire subdivision? 
0 9 : 3 2 : 11 13 A. No. I just sold the lots off. 












got the subdivision done, sold the lots? 
A. Yeah. And it took a long time to get some 
of them sold too. 
Q. Umatilla is not a booming metropolis 
anymore, is it? 
A. It sure isn't. 
Q. In fact, I heard they're shutting the Anny 
Depot down. 
A. Arethey? 
Q. That's what I heard. 
A. Well, I haven't got anything over there 
(208)345-9611 
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anymore so it don't worry me. 
Q. Well, that was my next question. When did 
you sell the last of your real property in Umatilla? 
A. Well, it seems to me it's just been in the 
last couple of years. I had one lot that hadn't sold 
And then I had one lot that had -- the last lot did 
sell. 
Q. Okay. Is that something that Brian would 
have handled for you, or did you take care of that 
09: 33: 05 10 yourself? 
09:33:02 9 
0 9 : 3 3 : 0 5 11 A. No, he would have handled it. 
0 9 : 3 3 : 0 8 12 Q. Okay. And did you receive --
0 9 : 3 3 : 0 9 13 A. Let's put it this way: I think he would 
0 9 : 3 3 : 11 14 have handled it, because I don't remember. I just 
09: 33: 20 15 don't remember. 
Q. Okay. 
A. I know that the lot sold and they -- the 
e 
Page 237 
09: 35: 111 minute? 
09: 35: 11 2 Q. Uh-huh. 
0 9 : 3 5 : 11 3 A. The only place I would have said it had 
0 9 : 3 5 : 14 4 would have been when we sold Locust Grove, and Brian 
0 9 : 3 5 : 2 0 5 led me some information that Doug was putting the 
0 9 : 3 5 : 2 3 6 pressure on him to buy him a new truck, which he did 
0 9 : 3 5 : 3 O 7 for a whole bllllch of money, so that Doug wouldn't tell 
0 9 : 3 5 : 3 4 8 the people that were buying it where we had been 
0 9 : 3 5 : 3 7 9 dumping oil on the property. 
0 9 : 3 5 : 4 010 Q. And I think you and I talked about that 
O 9 : 3 5 : 4 211 Tuesday. 
09:35:4312 A. I don't remember. But that was it. 
0 9 : 3 5 : 4 713 Q. Yeah. And as I recall your testimony from 
O 9 : 3 5 : 5 O 14 Tuesday, you indicated that story didn't make a lot of 
O 9 : 3 5 : 5 215 sense to you because Doug stood to make a lot of money 
09:35:5516 
09:35:5817 
from the sale of Locust Grove, why would he want to 











real estate outfit was getting it all put together. O 9: 3 5: 5 918 
And I think they sent it to me so I could sign the deed O 9 : 3 6 : o 119 
A. Yeah, that's absolutely right. 
Q. Well, separate and apart from that truck 
instance, though, my question was more -- and maybe I 
didn't ask it very well. 
for it too. O 9: 3 6: 0 42 O 
Q. So you would have signed the deed rather O 9 : 3 6 : O 721 
than Brian signing it as your power of attorney? 
A. Yes, I think so. 
Q. Do you remember what year that was? 






My question is, did Doug ever handle the 
sale of real property for you? 
A. Not that I know of. 





Q. After you revoked the power of attorney, or o 9 : 3 6 : 19 1 sale of real property for you? 
before? o 9 : 3 6 : 2 2 2 A. Not that I know of. 
Q. How about Gene? A. After. O 9 : 3 6 : 2 4 3 
O 9 : 3 3 : 5 7 4 Q. Okay. And you -- I mean if you signed the 
0 9 : 3 4 : O 1 5 deed and it was after the power of attorney had been 
O 9 : 3 4 : O 3 6 revoked, was there any problem in you receiving the 
O 9 : 3 4 : o 6 7 proceeds from the sale of that real property in 
o 9 : 3 4 : o 9 8 Umatilla? 
O 9 : 3 4 : 11 9 A. I don't know. 
o 9 : 3 4 : 141 O Q. Do you recall receiving them? 
O 9 : 3 4 : 1 611 A. No. Seems to me that they was sent to 
09:34:2112 Brian. 













A. I'm not sure where that -- where this power 
of attorney stuff tied in with the sale of that lot, so 
forgive me. 
Q. Okay. 
A. That was of very little concern to me. I 
was so happy to get rid of that one lot. 
Q. Did Doug ever have any involvement in the 
sale of any of your real property? 
A. Not that I know of. 
Q. Fair enough. 
A. I take that back. Can I correct that for a 
0 9 : 3 6 : 2 6 4 A. I don't remember. 
0 9 : 3 6 : 2 7 5 Q. Okay. You've seen the compensation 
0 9 : 3 7 : 12 6 agreements that Brian executed in 2009 with your power 
O 9 : 3 7 : 18 7 of attorney, haven't you? 
0 9 : 3 7 : 2 1 8 A. Say that -- I'm sorry. Say that again. 
0 9 : 3 7 : 2 3 9 Q. Have you seen the compensation agreements 
O 9 : 3 7 : 2 510 that Brian entered into on your behalf with Doug and 
o 9 : 3 7 : 3111 Gene? 
09: 37: 3212 A. No. 
09: 37: 3213 Q. You haven't? 












And when was it? 
Q. 2009. 
A. I heard that he had done something that he 
had predated -· or postdated what he had done. When I 
cancelled the power of attorney, he still was writing 
some documents and backdating them. 
Q. Okay. Have you seen any of those 
documents? 
A. No. I heard about them, but I haven't seen 
them. 
Q. Okay. Did Doug ever pressure you into 
6 (Pages 235 to 238) 





















































executing any agreement with him? 
A. Not that I can recall. 
Q. Ever threaten you? 
A. If he did, I didn't hear about it. 
Page 239 
Q. Okay. Did Doug ever represent to you that 
he was employed by you for your benefit when he wasn't? 
A. Would you say that one again? 
Q. rn try. In your Complaint you say that 
Doug represented to you that he was employed by you in 
your businesses and for your benefit when in fact he 
was not employed by you. And I'm trying to understand 
what that allegation means. 
A. WelL it sounds familiar, but I can't 
really place it. 
Q. Okay. Because you and Doug didn't talk 
very often, did you? 
A. Not very often. 
Q. And let's say from --
A. Especially after we sold Locust Grove. 
Q. Okay. And Locust Grove sold in 2006? 
A. I don't remember when it was. 
Q. But after the sale of Locust Grove, the 
communication between you and Doug --
A. Was almost nil. 
Q. Are you aware of any evidence that would 
Page 240 
suggest to you that Doug conspired with Brian to 
misrepresent your financial affairs? 
A. I have nothing that I know 0£ 
Q. How about Gene, are you aware of any 
information that would indicate to you that Gene 
conspired with Brian to misrepresent your financial 
affairs? 
A. I don't have anything that I know 0£ 
Q. Did Doug ever make any representations to 
you in any fashion with respect to your financial 
affairs? 
A. Not that I recall. 
Q. Okay. Did Gene ever make any 
representations to you with respect to your financial 
affairs? 
A. I don't recall that either. 
Q. I mean you've made reference several times 
to Brian telling you that you had $2 million in the 
bank at the time you gifted ADW, LLC, to your kids. 
And so I'm aware of that. 
I just want to make sure that Doug, nor 
Gene, ever made similar representations to you. 
A. Not that I recall. 
Q. Because they didn't have access to that 




















































A. I wouldn't know. 
Q. Are you aware of any documents that Doug 
forged? 
A. Not that I recall. 
Q. How about Gene, are you aware of any 
documents that Gene forged? 
A. That's been too many years ago. I don't 
recall that either. 
Q. Was there ever a time that Gene forged a 
document that you're aware of? 
A. Well, some I think he did, but I can't say 
for sure. 
Q. Tell me what you think Gene may have 
forged. 
A. Well, it was a report to the HUD. 
Q. That related to Crestview? 
A. That related to Crestview, the fact that he 
had stolen 500,000 -- or $5,000. That's right. 
Q. He had stolen $5,000? 
A. $5,000 out of Crestview. 
Q. Genedid? 
A. Yes. 
Q. When did that happen? 
A. I don't know. I -- it was quite a while 
ago. But because of that, that's when Brian got 
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appointed manager of Crestview because we didn't 
want -- well, we were trying to replace Eugene, and we 
didn't have somebody that was readily available that 
HUD would approve. And we didn't want to be in. 
So Brian says, "WelL let me take over. 
Eugene can still get paid for it, but I'll do it, take 
care of it, and that way we just - everything will 
just go run smooth." So that's what we did. 
Q. Just got Gene out and put Brian in? 
A. No. Gene was still there. 
Q. Oh. 
A. And Eugene was still getting paid for it, 
but Brian was doing the work. 
Q. And do you remember what year this --
strike that. 
Do you remember what year Brian got 
involved in Crestview because of Gene's actions? 
A. No, I don't. 
Q. Okay. Do you know who Angela Watkins is? 
A. I think I do. I'm not sure. 
Q. Who do you think she is? 
A. I think it's Doug's daughter. 
Q. Did you ever give Angela money for 
Christmas presents? 
A. I don't know that I did or not. I used to 
(208)345-9611 
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• 
COME NOW, Defendants/Counterclaimants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius & 
Associates, PLLC, pursuant to Rule 56( c) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby 
submits this Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment. 
INTRODUCTION 
On October 24, 2000, Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins (hereinafter, "Plaintiff' or "Don") 
executed a General Power of Attorney appointing his son, Defendant Brian Watkins (hereinafter, 
"Brian"), "as Plaintiffs attorney-in-fact and agent." First Amended Complaint, p. 4. On 
November 6, 2009, Plaintiff initiated this lawsuit against some of his children alleging multiple 
causes of action arising out of alleged misconduct on the part of Brian with respect to the Power 
of Attorney. 
While most of the allegations appear to be directed at Brian, Plaintiff asserted several 
causes of actions against his son, Arnold Douglas Watkins (hereinafter, "Doug") and his wife, 
Virginia Watkins (hereinafter, "Virginia"), including: rescission, fraud/deceit, constructive trust, 
unjust enrichment, conversion, civil RICO, and breach of contract. 
On, January 12, 2012, Doug and Virginia answered the Complaint and asserted a 
counterclaim for breach of contract and breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing 
seeking enforcement of a Compensation Agreement. 
Since the initial filing of Doug and Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment, a number 
of depositions were taken in this matter, including the deposition of Plaintiff. Because Plaintiffs 
testimony further strengthens the Motion for Summary Judgment, the Amended Motion for 
Summary Judgment was prepared to include that additional evidence. 
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As demonstrated below, there are no genuine issues of material fact precluding summary 
judgment on six of Plaintiff's claims against Doug and Virginia. Moreover, there are no issues 
of material fact with respect to the counterclaim. 
SUMMARY OF UNDISPUTED FACTS 
1. Doug began working full time for his father Don in or about 1984. Affidavit of Doug 
Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment on file herein (hereinafter, 
"Aff. Doug Watkins"). 
2. At that time, Doug was paid on an hourly basis by Don and would often work overtime. 
Id. 
3. That arrangement changed in or about September 1993, when Doug began receiving a 
salary of $3,000 per month, although he continued to work full time. Id. 
4. In about late 1994, Doug's monthly salary was cut to $1,000 per month and, as a result of 
injuries and the reduced pay, he began to work fewer hours. Id. 
5. In 1998, during the pendency of the Don's divorce from his then wife, Leila Watkins, 
Don submitted an affidavit confirming his obligation to Doug. Under oath, Arthur attested as 
follows: 
The Respondent [Don Watkins] has obligations to three (3) of his sons in a 
combined amount of $5,300.00 per month. $3,000 per month is being paid to 
Brian, a son who was injured while working on Respondent's ranch. $1,000.00 is 
being paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by working on the ranch. 
$1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was injured when he was working for a 
business the Respondent used to own in Boise, Idaho. These three (3) sons are 
unable to hold full time jobs because of the injuries they received while working 
for Respondent. The Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since 
approximately 1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's marriage to Petitioner. 
Without these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain themselves 
and their families. This is not being done as a charity, but because of an obligation 
owed by Respondent .... 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment on file herein (hereinafter 
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"Affidavit of Counsel"), Ex. A ( emphasis added). 
6. When his salary was reduced from $3,000 per month to $1,000 per month, Doug was told 
by Brian that the reduction in salary would be made up upon the sale of the ranch in a lump-sum 
amount. A.ff. of Doug Watkins. 
7. In his deposition, Don testified that he has no idea of where Doug was working in 1993, 
that he does not know how much he was being compensated, that he did not know if Doug was 
working full or part time, that he did not know what years Doug worked at the ranch, and that the 
ranch manager Rollin Baker took care of such information. Affidavit of Counsel in Support of 
Amended Motion for Summary Judgment (hereinafter "Second Affidavit of Counsel"), Ex. A, 
Deposition of Don Watkins, (hereinafter "Don Watkins Depo."), pp. 106-109. 
8. Don made multiple representations directly to Doug that, in exchange for their years of 
service without retirement benefits and injuries sustained on the job, his sons would each receive 
$3,000 per month for life. A.ff of Doug Watkins. 
9. Specifically, Don told Doug in about September 2000 that all of his sons, including 
Doug, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/disability benefit for their years of 
employment. Id. 
10. The ranch sold in 2000, and despite the representations made to Doug, no lump sum was 
ever paid to Doug. Id. 
11. After the sale of the ranch, Doug's relationship with his father deteriorated to the point 
where they rarely speak to each other. Id. 
12. Doug continued to perform work for Don and his properties, however, instructions 
regarding work projects and what work needed to be done would usually go through Brian. Id. 
13. In about 2004, payroll taxes began being deducted from Doug's monthly checks. Id. 
14. Doug continued to receive monthly checks until about March 2009 at which time all 
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checks stopped. Id. 
15. In March 2009, the parties executed a Compensation Agreement whereby Don confirmed 
the previous agreement to pay Doug $3,000 per month for life as a retirement/disability benefit 
"[i]n consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee [Douglas Watkins] for Payor [ Arthur 
Donald Watkins]." A true and correct copy of the Compensation Agreement is attached to the 
A.ff. of Doug Watkins as Exhibit A. 
16. Further, the Compensation Agreement provides that Virginia would continue to receive 
the $3,000 per month for her life retirement benefit, if Doug preceded her in death. Id. 
17. The Compensation Agreement was executed by Brian, as Don's "attorney in fact." Id. 
18. At all times relevant hereto, Doug believed that Brian had the authority to execute the 
Compensation Agreement, as it was consistent with his understanding of the power of attorney 
as well as the previous representations made to Doug by Don. Id. 
19. Despite Don's promises and/or execution of the valid Compensation Agreement, Doug 
has received no retirement benefit payments as required since March 2009. Id. 
20. Since 2000, Doug has spoken with his father Don approximately three (3) times. Id. 
21. Those contacts consisted of brief telephone conversations where Don instructed Doug to 
speak to Brian or George Wadsworth (hereinafter, "George") regarding all matter relating to 
finances or compensation. Id. 
22. Don's instructions to deal with Brian and/or George seemed logical to Doug since Brian 
was operating under Don's Power of Attorney and George was a licensed Certified Public 
Accountant and Don's son-in-law. Id. 
23. In about April of 2004, Doug met his father in Las Vegas. Id. 
24. Don refused to talk to Doug regarding family business but again instructed him to speak 
to Brian or George to address financial issues. Id. 
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25. At no time did Doug abuse his relationship with his father, Don. Id. 
26. At no time did Doug perform any bookkeeping or accounting for his father or his father's 
companies. Id. 
27. Bookkeeping was the responsibility of George and/or Brian. Id. 
28. At no time did Doug have access to the financial records, accounting software, or 
Quickbooks at issue. Id. 
29. Doug did not exert unfair persuasion or undue influence over Don, nor was the 
relationship between Doug and Don such that Don was susceptible to unfair persuasion or undue 
influence. Id. 
30. Don testified that he never recalls Doug threatening or pressuring him into executing an 
agreement. Don Watkins, Depo., p. 238, 1. 25; p. 239, 11. 1-3. 
31. Don testified that the communications between him and Doug were "almost nil" after the 
sale of the Locust Grove Property in 2006. Id., p. 239, 11. 15-24. 
32. Doug did not enter into any sort of agreement or plan with Brian or anyone else in an 
effort to deprive his father of money. A.ff of Doug Watkins. 
33. Don Watkins is unaware of any evidence that Doug conspired to misrepresent Don's 
financial affairs. Don Watkins Depo., p. 239, 1. 25; p. 240, 11. 1-3. 
34. Don Watkins is unaware of Doug having any role in preparing taxes or obtaining a tax 
refund that was supposed to go to Don. Id., p. 233, 11. 1-8. 
35. Don Watkins is unaware of Doug ever improperly accessing Don's financial accounts. 
Id., p. 233, 11. 9-12. 
36. Don Watkins is unaware of Doug ever handling or managing the sale of Don's real 
property or the proceeds therefrom. Id., p. 237, 11. 22-25; p. 238, 11. 1-2. 
3 7. Doug has never had information or reason to believe that Brian was acting outside his 
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scope of authority with the Power of Attorney as the Compensation Agreement was consistent 
with previous representations made to Doug by Don on multiple occasions. Id. 
38. As of the date of this Motion for Summary Judgment, Don has failed to pay 
approximately $165,000.00 pursuant to the Compensation Agreement. Id. 
39. As this sum is wages pursuant to Idaho law, Doug is entitled to have this amount trebled. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Standard of Review 
I.R.C.P. 56 (b) provides: 
A party against whom a claim, counterclaim, or cross-claim is asserted or 
a declaratory judgment is sought may, at any time, move with or without 
supporting affidavits for a summary judgment in that party's favor as to all or any 
part thereof. Provided, a motion for summary judgment must be filed at least 60 
days before the trial date, or filed within 7 days from the date of the order setting 
the case for trial, whichever is later, unless otherwise ordered by the court. 
Summary judgment is appropriate when there are no genuine issues of material fact 
relating to the liability of the moving party and the moving party is thus entitled to judgment as a 
matter of law. King v. Lang, 136 Idaho 905, 908-09, 42 P.3d 698, 701-02 (2002). In order to 
determine whether judgment should be entered as a matter of law, the court must examine the 
pleadings, depositions, affidavits, and admissions on file. Roberts v. Wyman, 135 Idaho 690,694, 
23 P.3d 152, 156 (Ct. App. 2000). 
Generally, when considering a motion for summary judgment, the court "'liberally 
construes the record in a light most favorable to the party opposing the motion and draws all 
reasonable inferences and conclusions in that party's favor."' King, 136 at 909, 42 P.3d at 702 
(quoting Brooks v. Logan, 130 Idaho 574, 576, 944 P.2d 709, 711 (1997). A mere scintilla of 
evidence or only slight doubt as to the facts, however, is insufficient to withstand summary 
judgment; there must be sufficient evidence upon which a jury could reasonably return a verdict 
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resisting the motion. Harpole v. State, 131 Idaho 437, 439, 958 P.2d 594, 596 (1998). 
Moreover, a party opposing summary judgment cannot demand a trial simply because of 
the "speculative possibility that a material issue of fact may appear at that time." Heath v. 
Honker's Mini-Mart, Inc., 134 Idaho 711, 714, 8 P.3d 1254, 1257 (Ct. App. 2000). Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 56( e) is identical to its federal counterpart and, thus, federal law is instructive in 
an analysis of whether summary judgment is appropriate in this matter. Id. at 713, 8 P.3d at 
1256. It is not the intent of F.R.C.P. 56, nor is it the intent of I.R.C.P. 56, "to preserve purely 
speculative issues of fact for trial." Id., 8 P.3d at 1256 (quoting Exxon Corp. v. Fed. Trade 
Comm 'n, 663 F.2d 120, 128 (D.C. Cir. 1980). 
Here, even after drawing all reasonable inferences in Plaintiffs favor, no issue of 
material fact exists. Therefore, Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary 
judgment on all claims asserted against them. Additionally, no issues of material fact exist as to 
Doug and Virginia Watkins's counterclaim. Therefore, they are entitled to summary judgment on 
their counterclaim. 
B. Defendant Doug Watkins is entitled to Summary Judgment on Plaintiff's claim of 
Fraud/Deceit 
In the First Amended Complaint, Plaintiff alleges that certain defendants committed fraud 
against Plaintiff. Most of the allegations of this cause of action appear to be levied at Brian. First 
Amended Complaint, pp. 18-20. The only allegations related to Doug are found at paragraphs 
100-105 and deal exclusively with the assertion that Doug represented to Plaintiff that he was 
employed by Plaintiff. Id. As explained below, Doug is entitled to summary judgment on this 
claim. 
In order for the plaintiff to prevail on his fraud claim asserted against Doug, Don has the 
burden of proving each of the following propositions: 
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1. That the defendant made to plaintiff a statement or promise of existing fact; 
2. That the promise or representation was false; 
3. That the promise or representation was material under all the circumstances; 
4. That when the defendant made the promise or representation, he knew it was 
false; 
5. That the defendants intended that the plaintiff should act on the basis of the 
promise or representation in about the manner in which he did act; 
6. That the plaintiff did not know that the promise or representation was false; 
7. That the plaintiff did rely on the truth of the promise or representation in his 
subsequent actions; 
8. That the plaintiff acted reasonably under all the circumstances in relying upon the 
promise or representation. 
9. That the plaintiff suffered damages that were proximately caused by his reliance 
on defendants' promise or representation; 
10. The nature and extent of the plaintiffs damages and the amount thereof. 
Hudson v. Cobbs, 797 P.2d 1322, 118 Idaho 474 (1990). 
The party alleging fraud must support the existence of each of the elements of the cause 
of action for fraud by pleading with particularity the factual circumstances constituting fraud. 
I.R.C.P. 9(b); Theriault v. A.H Robins, 108 Idaho 303, 307,698 P.2d 365, 369 (1985); Galaxy 
Outdoor Advertising v. Idaho Transp. Dep't, 109 Idaho 692, 710 P.2d 602 (1985); see Witt v. 
Jones, 111 Idaho 165, 722 P.2d 474(1986). Furthermore, the party alleging an action 
for fraud has the burden of proving all these elements at trial by clear and convincing evidence. 
Faw v. Greenwood, 101 Idaho 387,613 P.2d 1338 (1980); Smith v. King, 100 Idaho 331,597 
P.2d 217 (1979); Gneiting v. Clement, 96 Idaho 348, 528 P.2d 1283 (1974). 
Since this case was originally filed on November 6, 2009- over four years ago - Don has 
not met his requirement of demonstrating with particularity the elements of fraud alleged against 
Doug. The only allegation in the Amended Complaint is that "Doug represented to Plaintiff' that 
he was employed by Plaintiff and that "on information and belief' Doug submitted "fabricated 
invoices." Amended Complaint, p. 19. 
Don has not provided an explanation of exactly what invoices he contends are fabricated. 
The vast majority of invoice payments to Doug occurred in the late 1990's and early 2000's. 
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Clearly, any claim relating to these would be barred by the applicable statute of limitations. Don 
has not provided an explanation of when the alleged fabricated invoices were submitted. Don has 
not provided an explanation as to the basis of his "belief' that such invoices were fabricated. 
Don has not provided any evidence of damage allegedly caused by Doug. 
In his deposition, Don testified about an invoice for $27,000 that he did not think was 
reasonable. Don Watkins Depo., p. 125, 11. 7-18. That particular invoice, Don believed, was sent 
to his company Barritz, not Don Watkins. Id., p. 126, 11. 2-12. He has no idea of what the work 
was for or whether work was performed. Id. ,p. 125, 11. 7-21. Most importantly, he believes this 
invoice dated back sometime prior to 1999. Id., p. 128, 11. 7-14. Not only is the invoice 
referenced by Don Watkins related to a non-party (Barritz rather than Don Watkins), the statute 
of limitations would clearly extinguish any claim related to fraud or conversion. 
In fact, Doug's affidavit conclusively and affirmatively demonstrates that no fraudulent 
activity occurred. Watkins Contracting began performing services for Don in 1992 when it was 
incorporated. A.ff of Doug Watkins. Since then, invoices were provided and paid. Id. Watkins 
Contracting would be hired as general contract labor and would perform work at Don's various 
properties. Id. Doug was known as a 'jack of all trades' and would perform work including 
general labor, maintenance, branding cows, and truck driving. Id. 
Every invoice submitted was accurate and true. Id. From about 1993 to 1995, George 
Wadsworth would review and approve the invoices. Id. Beginning in about 1995, Brian would 
review and approve the invoices and come to Doug with any questions. Id. No invoice was 
fraudulently submitted or paid. Id. Don cannot provide any evidence to refute these facts. 
Even if Don was truly unaware that Doug continued to work and receive payments after 
the sale of the ranch, summary judgment is still appropriate because Brian had actual authority 
pursuant to the Power of Attorney to request and pay for Doug's services. Moreover, Brian had 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA 
WATKINS' AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 10 
000717
apparent authority to authorize and pay for Doug's services. This is true regardless of what 
Don's subjective belief was regarding Doug's employment. 
Additionally, given the affidavit submitted in his divorce action, it is disingenuous for 
Don to now argue that he was unaware of the employment agreement between him and Doug, or 
that the agreement did not exist. As of April 1998, Don was undeniably aware of Doug's injuries 
sustained working on the ranch. Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. A. In fact, Don acknowledged that the 
injuries sustained were severe enough to prevent Doug from working full time. Id. This was 
confirmed in Don's recent deposition. Don testified that Doug was injured while working for 
him. Don Watkins Depo., p. 64, 11. 10-19. Finally, Don acknowledged that the requirement to 
pay Doug on a monthly basis was an "obligation" rather than "charity." Id. 
Quite simply, Don cannot meet his burden on proving fraud by clear and convincing 
evidence against Doug. The unrefuted affidavit of Doug Watkins conclusively establishes that no 
"fabricated" invoices were ever submitted to Don. Their affidavits also establish that Doug and 
Virginia participated in no fraudulent activity whatsoever. As such, Doug and Virginia are 
entitled to summary judgment on Don's claim of fraud. 
C. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on 
Plaintiff's claim of Rescission of Settlement and Release Agreement and 
Compensation Agreement 
Don also asserts a cause of action against Doug and Virginia for Rescission of Settlement 
and Release Agreement and Compensation Agreement. First Amended Complaint, pp. 17-18. 
Rescission is an equitable remedy which ideally brings the parties to their pre-contract 
status quo. Murr v. Selag Corp., 113 Idaho 773, 777, 747 P.2d 1302, 1306 (Ct.App.1987) 
(citing Blinzle v. Andrews, 94 Idaho 215,485 P.2d 957 (1971), overruled on other grounds; 
Barnard & Son, Inc. v. Akins, 109 Idaho 466, 708 P.2d 871(1985)). It abrogates the contract and 
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restores parties to their original position, as if the contract had never occurred. Primary Health 
Network, Inc. v. State, Dep't of Admin., 137 Idaho 663, 668, 52 P.3d 307, 312 (2002). Rescission 
is the proper remedy where there is a mutual mistake of fact that is material or fundamental to 
the contract. Murr, 113 Idaho at 777, 747 P.2d at 1306 (citations omitted). "[M]utual mistake 
permits a party to rescind or modify a contract as long as the mistake is so substantial and 
fundamental as to defeat the object of that party." Primary Health Network, Inc., 137 Idaho at 
668, 52 P.3d at 312 (citing United States v. Fowler, 913 F.2d 1382 (9th Cir.1990)). 
Rescission cannot be granted if the party seeking that remedy fails to prove a ground for 
invoking that remedy. Ervin Constr. Co. v. Van Orden, 125 Idaho 695, 700, 874 P.2d 506, 511 
(1993) ("Rescission is not available, however, where the breach of contract is only incidental and 
subordinate to the main purpose of the contract."); Bethlahmy v. Bechtel, 91 Idaho 55, 68,415 
P.2d698, 711 (1966). 
Further, under the common law, it 1s well established that the party 
seeking rescission must act promptly once the grounds for rescission arise. Farr v. Mischler, 129 
Idaho 201, 205,923 P.2d 446, 450 (1996), citing Blinzler v. Andrews, 94 Idaho 215, 218,485 
P .2d 957, 960 (1971 ). "Once a party treats a contract as valid after the appearance of facts giving 
rise to a right of rescission, the right of rescission is waived." Id. 
Here, the basis for the claim of rescission appears to be based on the same allegations of 
fraud as analyzed above. Because Don cannot demonstrate Doug and Virginia committed fraud, 
Don's claim for rescission necessarily fails. 
The only other allegation with respect to this cause of action made by Don in reference to 
Doug and Virginia is that Doug abused his relationship with his father "by exercising unfair 
persuasion and undue influence over Plaintiff." This assertion is merely argument and is 
conclusory. Don has produced no evidence to support this allegation. Doug had very limited 
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contact with his father after 2000 (and what contact he had was strained) and did nothing to 
exercise unfair persuasion or undue influence over his father. A.ff. of Doug Watldns. In fact, Don 
testified in his deposition that last time he recalled speaking to Doug was in 2001. Don Watldns 
Depo., pp. 14-17. 
As demonstrated in detail below, Don is estopped from denying the existence of his 
obligation because of the affidavit supplied in his divorce action in Utah. For that same reason, 
Don's claim of rescission necessarily fails as well. 
Because Don cannot provide any evidence of grounds g1vmg nse to a claim for 
rescission, Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on this 
claim. 
D. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on the 
claim of Unjust Enrichment 
A claim for unjust enrichment consists of three elements: (1) the plaintiff conferred a 
benefit upon the defendant; (2) appreciation by the defendant of such benefit; and (3) acceptance 
of the benefit under circumstances such that it would be inequitable for the defendant to retain 
the benefit without paying for its value. Vanderford Co., Inc. v. Knudson, 144 Idaho 547, 558, 
165 P.3d 261,272 (2007). 
Plaintiffs Amended Complaint again contains only vague allegations with respect to the 
basis for his unjust enrichment claim. First Amended Complaint, p. 21. It appears that this claim, 
like the other claims asserted is conditioned on a finding that Doug and Virginia "received 
property that rightfully belongs to Plaintiff." As detailed throughout, Don has provided only 
assertions and argument that Doug and Virginia wrongfully received property belonging to Don. 
No evidence has been provided that Doug or Virginia participated in any wrongdoing or in any 
scheme to defraud Don. No evidence has been submitted that would allow a trier of fact to 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA 
WATKINS' AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 13 
000720
conclude that any money received was improper. Rather, those base allegations have been 
affirmatively refuted. 
Moreover, Don can prove no set of facts that would show that equity allow Don to 
recover on unjust enrichment. As provided throughout, Don's allegations of wrongdoing appear 
to be levied mostly at Brian, and to a lessor extent, Gene. See First Amended Complaint. 
In fact, Don testified in his deposition that Brian actively managed Don's financial affairs 
for years after the power of attorney was signed. Don Watkins Depo., p. 20, 11. 12-17. Don did 
not place any verbal restriction on Brian's authority that was not contained in the written power 
of attorney. Id., p. 39, 11. 23-25; p. 40, 11. 1-6. Doug, on the other hand, had no involvement in the 
management of Don Watkins's finances. Id., p. 57, 11. 12-14. Therefore, Defendants are entitled 
to summary judgment on Don's claim of unjust enrichment. 
E. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on the 
claim of Conversion 
A cause of action for conversion accrues as soon as the property is wrongfully taken or 
retained. Davidson v. Davidson, 68 Idaho 58, 63, 188 P.2d 329, 334 (1947); Havird v. Lung, 19 
Idaho 790, 115 P. 930 (1911). The applicable statute oflimitations for conversion is three years. 
I.C. § 5-218. Plaintiff alleges, "As described in detail throughout this Amended Complaint, each 
Defendant gained dominion over Plaintiffs property." First Amended Complaint, p. 22. The 
Plaintiff filed his initial Complaint on November 6, 2009. Therefore, any alleged property 'taken 
or retained' prior to November 6, 2006 is time-barred. 
As best Doug and Virginia can determine from the sparse allegations related to 
conversion set forth in the First Amended Complaint, Don is claiming conversion with respect to 
proceeds from the Locust Grove property; proceeds from the sale of Simco Land & Livestock, 
Inc.; and the Compensation Agreement. 
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While Doug and Virginia vehemently deny any wrongdoing with respect to these issues, 
the statute of limitation has run with respect to the Locust Grove and Simco Land & Livestock, 
Inc. property sales each of which was effectuated in 2005 at the latest. See First Amended 
Complaint, pp. 8-9. According to Don Watkins, the sale of the Locust Grove Property occurred 
in late 2002 or early 2003. Don Watkins Depa., p. 49, 11. 1-10. The Property was put into a 
limited liability company on December 24, 2002 to effectuate the sale. Id, Ex. 30. Don Watkins 
has made allegations that he would not have agreed to sell the property if Brian had not told him 
he had $2 million in the bank. Don Watkins testified, however, that he discovered that he did not 
have $2 million in the bank shortly thereafter in about March of 2003. Id, p. 55, 11. 2-16. Thus, 
any claim for conversion based on these set of facts fails because of the statute of limitations. 
There have also been allegations that Doug converted an unknown list of equipment. Id, 
p. 80, 11. 6-13. Any claim related to this equipment, however, is barred by the statute of 
limitations because it was allegedly converted shortly after the sale of the Locust Grove property. 
Id., p. 80, 11. 1-4. Further, Plaintiff Don Watkins has no claim to the property in question because 
it was all owned by a separate entity, D Bar W. 1 Id, p. 83, 11. 22-25, p. 84, 11. 1-5. D Bar W, 
however, is not a party to this action and has never brought a claim for conversion. Therefore, 
Doug and Ginny Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on these claims. 
As described below and alleged in Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' counterclaim, 
the Compensation Agreement cannot be a basis of conversion as it is a valid binding contract 
which Don has breached by refusing to tender amounts due. As such, no claim for conversion 
may be had with reference to the Compensation Agreement. 
Because Don has failed to raise an issue of material fact with respect to his claim of 
1 Don Watkins himself draws a distinction between himself and his company, D Bar W. In his deposition, when 
asked whether he draws such a distinction, he answered, "Yes, I do." Don Watkins Depo., p. 100, 11. 11-18. 
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conversion, Doug and Virginia are entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
F. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on 
Plaintiff's claim of Civil RICO 
Don next asserts a cause of action for "Civil RICO." First Amended Complaint, pp. 22-
23. "Racketeering" means any act chargeable under the enumerated list of predicate acts in 
Idaho Code 18-7803(a)(l)-(21). Mannas v. Moss, 143 Idaho 927, 155 P.3d 1166 (2007). To 
succeed on a claim for racketeering, both the existence of an enterprise and predicate act must be 
proven. Id. 
The only "predicate act" listed in Idaho Code§§ 18-7803(a)(l)-(21) that is even alleged 
by Don is "fraud." As demonstrated above, Don cannot establish a claim of fraud against Doug 
and Virginia. 
Even assuming, however, that all of Don's allegations are true, there is no act identified 














Presentation of Fraudulent Accounts 
Receiving Money or Property under False Personation 
Pyramid Promotional Schemes 
Fraudulent Use of a Financial Transaction Card or Number 
Criminal Possession of Financial Transaction Card ... 
Misappropriation of Personal Identifying Information 
Theft of Telecommunication Services 
Insurance Fraud 
Damage to or Destruction of Insured Property 
False Financial Statements 
Quite simply, Don has not provided Doug and Virginia or this court with any evidence 
that Doug and Virginia engaged in an enumerated "predicate act" to constitute "racketeering." 
As such, Doug and Virginia are entitled to summary judgment on Don's claim for racketeering. 
Further, Doug and Virginia Watkins' affidavits affirmatively demonstrate that no claim of 
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racketeering can be proven. Neither Doug nor Virginia associated with Brian, Gene or Robynlee 
in any activity that could be considered 'racketeering.' A.ff of Doug Watkins; Affidavit of 
Virginia Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment on file herein 
(hereinafter, "Aff. Virginia Watkins"). Neither Doug nor Virginia agreed with Brian, Gene or 
Robynlee to commit theft, fraud, deceit, or any other crime or wrongdoing against Don. Id. 
As was the case in Mannas, Plaintiff merely implies that Defendants comprised a 
common enterprise. Mannas, 155 P.3d at 1175 (stating that the complaint "set about on a pattern 
of racketeering by engaging in at least two (2) incidents of racketeering, thus implying that Todd 
and Terry comprise the enterprise - i.e. a group of individuals associated in fact. However, 
Mannos never alleged, nor produced any evidence establishing, that Todd and Terry associated 
or agreed to engage in any of the predicate acts"). Based upon that fact, the Idaho Supreme Court 
affirmed the decision to dismiss the racketeering claim. Similarly here, there is no allegation, let 
alone evidence, that Doug or Virginia "associated or agreed to engage in any of the predicate 
acts, nor that they shared a common purpose to engage in a predicate act." Id. As such, the claim 
for racketeering must be dismissed. 
Finally, in order to assert a claim for racketeering, Don must demonstrate that Doug and 
Virginia "engaged in at least (2) incidents of racketeering conduct." Id., p. 1174. Again, Don has 
provided no evidence of one incident of racketeering conduct as to Doug and Virginia, let alone 
two. 
Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff has failed to raise an issue of material fact with respect 
to his claim for Civil RICO against Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins. As such, summary 
judgment on this claim is appropriate. 
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G. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on the 
claim of Constructive Trust 
A constructive trust arises where legal title to property has been obtained through actual 
fraud, misrepresentations, concealments, taking advantage of one's necessities, or under 
circumstances otherwise rendering it unconscionable for the holder of legal title to retain 
beneficial interest in the property. Witt v. Jones, 772 P.2d 474, 111 Idaho 165 (1986). Davenport 
v. Burke, 30 Idaho 599, 167 P. 481 (1917). To the extent appellant's claim of constructive trust is 
premised on fraudulent acts, it is essential that appellant plead with particularity factual 
allegations of such fraud. Witt, 111 Idaho at 168; I.R.C.P. 9(b ). 
There are three essential elements to a claim for constructive trust. First, the party seeking 
to impose a constructive trust must have parted with property as a result of wrongful conduct of 
another. Erb v. Kohnke, 121 Idaho at 336, 824 P.2d at 911. Second, there must be identifiable 
property to serve as the res upon which a trust can be imposed. 76 Am. Jur.2d Trust, § 175 
(2010). Third, the persons to be charged as the constructive trustee must have possession of the 
res. 76 Am. Jur.2d Trusts, § 175. 
A constructive trust takes effect at the time of the wrongful act, and traces funds gained 
by the act until the rightful recovery is made." Andre v. Morrow, 106 Idaho 455, 463, 680 P.2d 
1355, 1363 (1984). A party seeking to impose a constructive trust must adequately trace the 
fraudulently obtained funds to the acquisition of any specific property upon which the party 
seeks to impose a constructive trust. Id. Where money is the asset upon which the constructive 
trust is based, it is necessary that specific amounts be identified and located, either by tracing the 
money to a specific and existing account or, where the funds have been converted into another 
type of asset, such as the purchase of real property, the money must be traced into that item of 
property. 76 Am. Jur. 2d Trusts§ 273 (2010). Where the wrongfully acquired property cannot be 
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traced into any product, the party from whom the property was taken has only a personal claim 
against wrongdoer and no claim for constructive trust. Id. 
Again, Don's utter failure to establish fraud, conversion, or any wrongdoing on the part 
of Doug and Virginia is fatal to Don's claim of constructive trust. Therefore, Defendants Doug 
and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
Furthermore, Don has identified Denise McClure, CPA, CFE and Dennis Reinstein, 
CPA/ABV, ASA, CVA as experts in this matter. Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. B, Expert Reports. 
Neither disclose any opinions that Doug or Virginia engaged in any wrongdoing or committed 
any impropriety. Id. Ms. McClure opined that "a full and complete accounting of all activity is 
virtually impossible." Id. She further notes that "The absence of bank statements, tax returns and 
closing documents further complicated my attempts to trace dispositions of Don's assets during 
the period in question." Id. Finally, she notes that she "could not trace funds to Don's personal 
accounts from 2000 through March 2004 .... " Id. Mr. Reinstein's report does not attempt to trace 
the money Don alleges was improperly utilized. Id. Because Don cannot trace funds he alleges 
were improperly utilized, no claim for constructive trust exists and Doug and Virginia are 
entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
H. Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on their 
counterclaim for Plaintiff's Breach of the Compensation Agreement 
In a breach of contract action, a valid contract must first be established. A valid 
contract must be "complete, definite and certain in all its material terms, or contain provisions 
which are capable in themselves of being reduced to certainty." Lawrence v. Jones, 124 Idaho 
748, 750-751, 864 P.2d 194, 196 - 197 (Idaho App.,1993) (citing Giacobbi Square v. PEK Corp., 
105 Idaho 346, 348, 670 P.2d 51, 53 (1983). In contract actions~ the court must first determine as 
a question of law whether the contract at issue is ambiguous. Bakker v. Thunder Spring-
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Wareham, LLC., 141 Idaho 185, 190, 108 P.3d 332, 337 (2005) citing Lamprecht v. Jordan, 
LLC, 139 Idaho 182, 185-86, 75 P.3d 743, 746-47 (2003). Once the court makes such 
determination, a clear and unambiguous contract is interpreted as a question of law and given its 
plain meaning, while an ambiguous contract is interpreted as a question of fact. Id. 
In this case, the Compensation Agreement is clear and unambiguous. Pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement, Doug and Virginia are entitled to enforce the terms of the agreement. 
As such, Doug is entitled to $3,000 per month beginning March 2009 and continuing until his 
death. Doug has not received any of the $3,000 monthly payments as required. Aff. of Doug 
Watkins. 
Brian executed the Compensation Agreement as the agent of Don. For an agent to bind a 
principal to a third party in contract the agent must have actual or apparent authority. Podolan v. 
Idaho Legal Aid Servs., Inc., 123 Idaho 937, 944,854 P.2d 280, 287 (Ct.App.1993). Actual 
authority may be either express or implied. Landvik by Landvik v. Herbert, 130 Idaho 54, 58, 936 
P.2d 697, 701 (Ct.App.1997). Express authority occurs when a principal explicitly authorizes 
an agent to act on the principal' s behalf. Implied authority derives from those actions necessary 
to accomplish an act expressly authorized. Id. Apparent authority occurs when a principal by 
words or actions voluntarily places an agent in such a position that an ordinary person of 
business prudence would believe the agent is acting pursuant to existing authority. Id at 59,936 
P .2d 697. A court may make a finding of apparent authority to protect third parties but only 
where the third party was not on notice of the scope of the agent's actual authority. Thomson v. 
Sunny Ridge VIll. P'ship, 118 Idaho 330,332, 796 P.2d 539,541 (Ct.App.1990). 
Don concedes that Brian had express authority via the power of attorney that was 
executed. First Amended Complaint, p. 4. Don, however, contends that Brian exceeded his 
authority by entering into the Compensation Agreements with Don's sons. A review of the 
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power of attorney at issue conclusively demonstrates that Brian indeed had express authority to 
execute the Compensation Agreement and that Doug was entitled to rely upon that authority. 
The General Power of Attorney, executed October 24, 2000, states in part: 
General Grant of Power. My agent shall have power to exercise or perform any 
act, power, duty, right or obligation whatsoever that I now have or may hereafter 
acquire, relating to any person, matter, transaction or property, real or personal, 
tangible or intangible, now owned or hereafter acquired by me, including, without 
limitation, the powers specifically enumerated in this instrument. Generally, my 
agent shall have power to do and perform all matters, transact all business, and 
make, execute and acknowledge all contracts, orders, deeds, mortgages, leases, 
assignments, and instruments of every kind, which may be requisite or proper to 
effectuate the purpose of this General Power of Attorney. 
Powers of Collection and Payment. To forgive, request, demand, sue for, recover, 
collect, receive and hold all sums of money, debts, dues, commercial paper, 
checks, drafts, accounts, deposits, legacies, bequests, devises, notes, interests, 
stock certificates, bonds, dividends, certificates of deposit, annuities, pension, 
profit sharing, retirement, social security, medicare, insurance, and other 
contractual benefits and proceeds, all documents of title, all property and property 
rights, real or personal, intangible and tangible, and demands whatsoever, 
liquidated or unliquidated, now or hereafter owned by, or due, owing, payable or 
belonging to, me or in which I have or may hereafter acquire an interest ... 
Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. C, Power of Attorney. The power of attorney further states: 
Revocability. This Power of Attorney is revocable, provided, that insofar as any 
governmental agency, bank, trust company, insurance company, transfer agent, or 
other person shall rely upon this power, this power may be revoked only by a 
notice in writing executed by me or my agent and delivered to such person or 
institution. 
Id. ( emphasis added). 
Further, in his deposition, Don Watkins testified at length that he did not place any 
restrictions upon the authority of Brian that were not contained in the document itself. In his 
deposition, Don Watkins testified as follows: 
Q. Did you ever give Brian any instructions or limitations that, for instance, 
"Brian, if you're going to spend more than $5,000 on anything in any of 
my businesses, you need to check with me." 
A. No, I don't think so. I don't - if - I just don't remember. 
Q. Okay. Do you recall ever putting any limitations on Brian? 
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Don Watkins, Depo., p. 39, 11. 23-5; p. 40, 11. 1-6. 
Prior to the execution of the Compensation Agreement, neither Doug nor Virginia was 
provided with a notice of revocation of the Power of Attorney, written or otherwise. A.ff Doug 
Watkins. In fact, Don concedes that the Power of Attorney was not revoked until one week after 
the Compensation Agreement was executed. First Amended Complaint, p. 10. Don testified that 
it was no secret that he had given the power of attorney to Brian and that Doug certainly knew of 
that fact. Don Watkins Depo., p. 38, 11. 12-24. Again, Don did not place any verbal restrictions 
on Brian's authority that were not contained in the written power of attorney document. Id.,p. 39, 
11. 23-25; p. 40, 11. 1-6 (emphasis added). 
Don also testified that Brian was exercising financial management of the business even 
before the power of attorney was executed. Id., p. 111, 11. 7-16. In fact, Brian was writing checks 
to employees and determining the amount of compensation with assistance from Mr. Baker. Id. 
Don also testified that he does not know if Brian had authority to negotiate salary or 
compensation for Doug. Id. If Don does not know of anything limiting Brian's authority in this 
manner, clearly he cannot claim that Brian lacked said authority. 
The Power of Attorney also addresses any potential disability of Don: 
Disability of Principal: This General Power of Attorney shall not be affected by 
disability of the principal. 
Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. C (emphasis added). 
Don does not contend that he suffered from a disability preventing him from executing 
the General Power of Attorney in October 2000. If Don did in fact become 'disabled' sometime 
after the Power of Attorney was executed, that fact would have no bearing on the enforceability 
or applicability of the General Power of Attorney. 
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Finally, the Power of Attorney addresses third-party reliance: 
Third-Party Reliance. Third parties may rely upon the representations of my 
agent as to all matters relating to any power granted to my agent, and no person 
who may act in reliance upon the representations of my agent or the authority 
granted to my agent shall incur any liability to me or my estate as a result of 
permitting my agent to exercise any power. 
Id. ( emphasis added). 
Based on the foregoing, Brian had actual express authority to execute the Compensation 
Agreement as a matter of law. Further, the affidavit of Doug conclusively establishes that he was 
not privy to any facts that made him question Brian's authority to execute the Compensation 
Agreement or "in on any plot" to wrongly deprive Plaintiff of funds. Aff. Doug Watkins. In fact, 
the Compensation Agreement was completely consistent with what had been promised to Doug 
by his father. Id. Don can provide no evidence that Doug had any 'notice' that Brian allegedly 
exceeded his authority by entering into the Compensation Agreement. As such, Doug is entitled 
to enforce the Compensation Agreement as a matter of law because Brian had at least apparent 
authority to execute the agreement. 
Moreover, Don is judicially estopped from denying his obligation to Doug and Virginia. 
Judicial estoppel precludes a party from gaining an advantage by taking one position, and then 
seeking a second advantage by taking an incompatible position. Sword v. Sweet, 140 Idaho 242, 
252, 92 P.3d 492,502 (2004). The Idaho Supreme Court has noted: 
It is quite generally held that where a litigant, by means of such sworn statements, 
obtains a judgment, advantage, or consideration from one party, he will not 
thereafter, by repudiating such allegations and by means of inconsistent and 
contrary allegations or testimony, be permitted to obtain recovery or a right 
against another party, arising·out of the same transaction or subject matter. 
Loomis v. Church, 76 Idaho 87, 93-94, 277 P.2d 561, 565 (1954). 
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The Idaho Court of Appeals further explained the doctrine: 
Essentially, this doctrine prevents a party from assuming a position in one 
proceeding and then taking an inconsistent position in a subsequent proceeding. 
There are very important policies underlying the judicial estoppel doctrine. One 
purpose of the doctrine is to protect the integrity of the judicial system, by 
protecting the orderly administration of justice and having regard for the dignity 
of judicial proceedings. The doctrine is also intended to prevent parties from 
playing fast and loose with the courts. 
Robertson Supply, Inc. v. Nicholls, 131 Idaho 99,101,952 914,916 (Ct. App. 1998). 
Don undeniably supplied affidavits in his divorce action in 1998. He attested as follows: 
The Respondent [Arthur Watkins] has obligations to three (3) of his sons in a 
combined amount of $5,300.00 per month. $3,000 per month is being paid to 
Brian, a son who was injured while working on Respondent's ranch. $1,000.00 is 
being paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by working on the ranch. 
$1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was injured when he was working for a 
business the Respondent used to own in Boise, Idaho. These three (3) sons are 
unable to hold full time jobs because of the injuries they received while working 
for Respondent. The Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since 
approximately 1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's marriage to Petitioner. 
Without these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain themselves 
and their families. This is not being done as a charity, but because of an 
obligation owed by Respondent .... 
Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. A (emphasis added). 
Don testified in his deposition that Doug was in fact injured while working for Don. Don 
Watkins Depa., p. 64, 11. 10-11. He also stated that he signed the document in question. Id., p. 92, 
11. 3-4. He did so on advice of his attorney. Id, p. 93, 11. 20-21. He also stated that the 
information contained in the affidavit came from himself. Id., p. 97, 11. 15-17. 
Based on the representations to the court contained in his affidavit, Don argued that "he is 
not able to pay any more than approximately $1,000 per month to the Petitioner ... " Id. From his 
sworn statement, Don clearly gained an advantage in his divorce proceeding. Don is now 
estopped from taking an inconsistent position in this litigation. To allow otherwise would 
diminish the importance of the doctrine of judicial estoppel by allowing Don to "play fast and 
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loose" with the courts by taking inconsistent positions in an effort to circumvent his obligation to 
Doug and Virginia. 
Finally, in his Reply to the counterclaim, Don asserts a number of affirmative defenses 
including negligence, estoppel, waiver, unclean hands, and the statute of limitations. Plaintiff's 
Reply to Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Counterclaim, pp. 4-5. It is 
well settled that a counter-defendant has the burden of proving all elements of an affirmative 
defense. Chandler v. Hayden, 147 Idaho 765, 215 P.3d 485 (2009) (citing Harper v. Delaware 
Valley Broadcasters, Inc., 743 F.Supp. 1076 (D.Del. 1990)). 
In Chandler, the Idaho Supreme Court explicitly found that "a nonmoving defendant has 
the burden of supporting a claimed affirmative defense on a motion for summary judgment." 
Chandler, 147 Idaho at 771 (emphasis added). In analyzing various approaches to the question, 
the Idaho Supreme Court recognized that such a standard is consistent with I.R.C.P. 56(e), which 
provides: 
When a motion for summary judgment is made and supported as provided in this 
rule, an adverse party may not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of that 
party's pleadings, but the party's response, by affidavits or as otherwise provided 
in this rule, must set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for 
trial. 
Chandler, 147 Idaho at 771 (citing I.R.C.P. 56(e). 
Since the inception of the action, Don has come forth with no evidence that would 
support the affirmative defenses asserted to Doug and Virginia's counterclaim. Because Don 
cannot meet his burden and has failed to raise a genuine issue of material fact, Doug and Virginia 
Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on their counterclaim. 
I. The amount due under the Compensation Agreement must be trebled under Idaho 
law 
Claims for wages under Idaho law are governed by Idaho Code § 45-601(7) which 
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e 
defines wages as "compensation for labor or services rendered by an employee, whether the 
amount is determined on a time, task, piece, or commission basis." Paolini v. Albertson's Inc., 
143 Idaho 547, 149 P.3d 822 (2006). The term "wage" is broadly defined. Gray v. Tri-Way 
Construction Services, Inc., 2009-ID-0428.074. In fact wage is more broadly defined in Idaho 
than other states, such as California. See Paolini, 143 Idaho at 830. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that various forms of compensation such as (1) a 
deferred incentive compensation account; (2) sales commissions; (3) a share of company profits; 
(4) severance pay; and (5) year-end bonuses can constitute wages. Bilow v. Preco, Inc. 132 Idaho 
23, 28-9, 966 P.2d 23, 28-9; Polkv. Larrabee, 135 Idaho 303, 307-9, 17 P.3d 247, 251-3 (2000); 
Johnson v. Allied Stores Corp., 106 Idaho 363, 367, 679 P.2d 640, 644 (1984); Goff v. HJ.H 
Co., 95 Idaho 837, 840, 521 P.2d 661, 664 (1974); Thomas v. Ballou-Latimer Drug Co., 92 
Idaho 337,342,442 P.2d 747, 752 (1968). 
In addition to analyzing whether the compensation is monetary, the Court looks to 
whether the compensation is bargained-for-compensation as opposed to a gratuity. Paolini, 149 
P.3d at 827. If the compensation is gratuitous, it cannot be a "wage." Id. 
In this case, the Compensation Agreement states it is in consideration of a lifetime of 
work and to "compensate" Doug "for years of service without a retirement benefit." A.ff. of Doug 
Watkins, Ex. A. Further, Don acknowledged that he was obligated to compensate Doug for his 
service when he stated in his divorce action "[t]his is not being done as a charity, but because of 
an obligation owed by Respondent." Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. A. Based on these undisputed 
facts, the benefit due to Doug is considered "wages" under Idaho law and is subject to trebling. 
As of the date of this Memorandum, Doug Watkins is entitled to $165,000 pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement. Because that amount is wages under Idaho law, Plaintiff is entitled to 
$495,000. 
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CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, Doug and Virginia Watkins respectfully request that this Court 
grant them summary judgment with respect to Plaintiffs Fourth Cause of Action, Fifth Cause of 
Action, Sixth Cause of Action, Seventh Cause of Action, Eighth Cause of Action, and Ninth 
Cause of Action. Additionally, Doug and Virginia Watkins request that this Court grant them 
summary judgment on their counterclaim for Breach of Contract in the amount of $495,000. 
"'-DATED this l 7 day of April, 2014. 
DINIUS LAW 
By /L=: ~ -=--
Kevin E. 9!',nius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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COMES NOW, the above-named Defendant, DONALD EUGENE 
WATKINS, by and through his attorney of record, EDWIN G. SCHILLER, 
and objects to the Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment, because there are material facts in dispute between the 
parties and therefor the Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment is not appropriate and should be denied. 
&')f:+, 
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EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
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Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don" or "Plaintiff"), by and 
through his counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this 
Memorandum in opposition to Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins' ("Doug") 
and his wife Virginia Watkins' ("Virginia") (collectively, the "Defendants") Amended Motion 
for Summary Judgment. 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Plaintiff and Doug and Virginia filed cross-motions for summary judgment in September 
and October 2013, but the Court declined to rule pending further discovery. After a series of 
depositions, Doug and Virginia filed their Amended Motion for Summary Judgment (the 
"Motion"). First, the Motion asks the Court to ignore evidence that they have, directly or 
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indirectly, wrongfully received payments from Don and enter summary judgment in their favor 
on Don's various claims to recover those payments. Second, the Motion asks the Court to 
validate and enforce that certain Compensation Agreement that Don's son and former attorney-
in-fact, Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian"), signed purportedly on Don's behalf without 
Don's knowledge or consent in favor of Doug ("Doug's Compensation Agreement"). That 
document would require Don to make monthly payments to Doug (and Virginia, if she survives 
him) for life. Such a ruling would be inappropriate given that there was no consideration for 
such a promise, no actual authority from Don for Brian to execute the agreement, and no 
apparent authority to do so either. 
II. BACKGROUND 
A. General Background 
This dispute involves substantial fraud and theft perpetrated against the Plaintiff by his 
three sons: Doug, Brian, and Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene"). Don had six children with his 
wife, Florence Watkins, including Gene, Doug, and Brian. (Don Deel. in Supp. of Partial Summ. 
J. <][ 2, Oct. 15, 2013 ("Don MSJ Deel.").) Florence passed away in 1988. (Don MSJ Decl. <][ 4.) 
On October 24, 2000, Don executed a General Power of Attorney ("General POA") 
naming Brian as Don's general agent with authority to manage his business enterprises. (Don 
MSJ Deel. at Ex. J.) Upon discovery of mismanagement of his finances, Don revoked the 
General POA on March 9, 2009, and notified his children shortly thereafter. (Don MSJ Deel.<][ 
24 and Ex. P.) It has since come to light that, during Brian's tenure as Don's attorney-in-fact, at 
least $4.3 million of Don's $5.5 million under Brian's management disappeared, and that Brian 
funneled much of it to himself, his siblings, and his siblings' spouses, often through one or more 
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of Don's businesses. (See Aff. of Denise McClure in Supp. Mot. for Add'l Interrogs., Ex. A, at 
3.) Don filed this lawsuit against Brian, Doug, and Gene, as well as their spouses, seeking 
compensation for what was stolen from him and for relief from four "Compensation 
Agreements," one of which is Doug's Compensation Agreement. 
B. Facts Relevant to Doug and Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment 
In September 2013, Doug and Virginia submitted three affidavits in support of their 
initial motion for summary judgment, filed in September 2013: 1) one from Doug; 2) one from 
Virginia; and 3) and one from Doug and Virginia's attorney, Michael J. Hanby II. Doug and 
Virginia rely on these affidavits, as well as another affidavit from counsel Kevin E. Dinius on 
April 17, 2014, in their Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and 
Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment ("Amended Doug & Virginia 
Brief'). Many of the allegations in these affidavits and the Amended Doug & Virginia Brief are 
improper and are the subject of Plaintiff's Motion to Strike Certain Testimony of Arnold 
Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins, filed October 15, 2013. Additionally, contrary to 
Defendant's misleading label, "Summary of Undisputed Facts," the vast majority of allegations 
in Defendants' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment and Doug's affidavit in support thereof 
are disputed by Plaintiff. (See Deel. of Don Watkins in Opp. to Doug and Virginia's Mot. for 
Summ. J., Oct. 15, 2013 ("Don MSJ Opp. Deel.")) 
As Doug concedes, he began working for Don's businesses in about 1984 at an hourly 
rate. (Aff. of Doug Watkins in Supp. Mot. Summ. J. '1'11-2, Sep. 23, 2013 ("Doug MSJ Aff.").) 
However, contrary to Doug's affidavit, Doug did not convert to a salaried employee at $3,000.00 
per month in or about September 1993, as Doug's compensation was based upon how much he 
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worked, not a set monthly salary. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. 'l['l[ 2--4.) In about late 1994, Doug's 
monthly compensation was reduced, not because Doug was injured, but because Doug was 
working less. (Id. 'l[ 4) Contrary to Doug's allegations, Don did not tell anyone that he would 
compensate Doug for reduced pay by paying Doug a lump sum out of the D Bar W ranch sale 
proceeds or proceeds from any other property. (Id. 'l[ 5.) When Doug's "salary" was supposedly 
reduced in 1994, Don did not even know that ranch would ultimately be sold approximately 
seven (7) years later; thus, Don could not have promised Doug any such lump-sum payment 
from a sale of the ranch. (Id. 'l[ 5.) 
In 1998, Don submitted an affidavit to the court in his Utah divorce proceedings, which 
affidavit is attached as Exhibit A to the Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold 
Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment ("Don's 1998 
Affidavit"). In Don's 1998 Affidavit, Don stated that, at the time, he was making payments to 
Doug in the amount of $1,000.00 per month, to Brian in the amount of $3,000.00 per month, and 
to Gene in the amount of $1,300.00 per month, but said nothing about future payment obligations 
or the duration of such payments. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. 'l[ 6.) Don's 1998 Affidavit merely 
described what was happening in 1998 and is irrelevant to the issues in the instant litigation . 
.. 
(Id.) Don stopped paying those sums when each of his sons stopped working for him and his 
obligation to them ended. (Id.) Don never promised to make these payments to his sons or any 
of them for the rest of their lives. (Id.) 
In 2000, after the D Bar W ranch sold, Doug stopped performing work for Don on a 
regular basis. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. 'l[ 7.) Don told Doug that it was time for him to get a job. 
(Id.) Subsequently, Brian transferred title to a pick-up and some farm equipment to Doug 
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without Don's knowledge or consent, which Doug has refused to return after being confronted 
by Don. (Id. 'J[ 8.) 
Contrary to Doug's allegations, Don did not make any representations to Doug that, in 
exchange for Doug's years of service without retirement benefits and/or injuries sustained on the 
job, Don would pay Doug and/or his brothers $3,000.00 per month for life. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. 
at 'J[ 9.) In fact, Don and Doug have spoken to each other only three times since 2000, and not at 
all since 2006. (Mem. in Supp. Doug & Virginia Am. Mot. Summ. J., Apr. 17, 2014, at 5-6 
("Doug & Virginia Am. Mem.").) Don never intended to make payments to Doug for the rest 
of his or his spouse's life, (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at 'J[ 9), nor did he ever speak with Doug about 
any intent to compensate him (Clark Deel. in Opp. Doug & Virginia Motion Summ. J., Ex. A, at 
118:2-13 ("Don Dep.").) 
On March 2, 2009, Brian executed four Compensation Agreements, one each in favor of 
himself, his wife and co-defendant Robynlee Watkins, his brother and co-defendant Gene, and 
Doug (collectively, the "Compensation Agreements"). Each of the Compensation Agreements 
purported to obligated Don to pay the respective payee thereunder the sum of $3,000.00 per 
month for the payee's life, and to continue such payment to the payee's surviving spouse for his 
or her life. (With respect to Doug's Compensation Agreement, see Doug MSJ Aff. Ex. A.) Don 
was not involved with executing Doug's Compensation Agreement, nor did he authorize Brian to 
execute the document on his behalf as "attorney-in-fact." (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. fl 13, 15-16.) 
Don did not learn about any of the Compensation Agreements until after he revoked Brian's 
General POA. (Id. 'J[ 22.) 
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On March 24, 2009, Don issued a written letter through his attorneys notifying his 
children, including Doug, that he had revoked Brian's General POA. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. I)[ 
14.) At no point while Brian served as Don's attorney-in-fact did Don authorize Brian to execute 
Doug's Compensation Agreement, nor was executing Doug's Compensation Agreement an 
action reasonably implied from any instructions Don did give to Brian. (Id. I)[ 12.) 
In fact, Brian admitted that the Compensation Agreements were "always subject to 
approval and/or revocation by Plaintiff." (Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' Verified 
Answer to First Amended Complaint ("Brian V. Answer") <J[lj[ 44, 65.) Moreover, when asked 
in his deposition whether Doug's Compensation Agreement was subject to Don's approval, 
Brian answered "Yes," and then when asked whether he believes Don, in fact, disapproved of 
Doug's Compensation Agreement, Brian testified "Yes, he's saying that it was against his 
wishes .... " (Wieland Supp. Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. A, at 226:2 ("Brian 
Dep.").) And finally, when asked in his deposition whether it is true that Don never approved of 
the Compensation Agreements, Brian testified, "As far as I know, that would be correct." (Brian 
1 
Dep. at 233: 10.) 
Like Don, Doug and Virginia . were not involved in executing the Compensation 
Agreement in Doug's favor. Doug did not sign the Compensation Agreement when Brian 
executed it; the supposed "agreement" does not even contain a signature line or other acceptance 
for or by Doug. (Doug MSJ Aff. Ex. A.) In fact, it was not until the summer of 2009 that Doug 
1 For a more thorough discussion of whether Brian had authority to execute Doug's Compensation Agreement on 
Don's behalf, see Part III.B of the Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, 
filed April 7, 2014 ("Don Supplemental MSJ Memo"). A copy is attached to this Memorandum as Attachment A. 
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and Virginia even heard about the Compensation Agreement-several months after Doug 
learned that Brian's General POA was revoked in March 2009. (Brian V. Answer <J[ 66; Don 
MSJ Deel. <J[ 24; Brian Dep. 225:4-226: 1.) Moreover, Doug testified that he has no knowledge 
whatever of how the actual document came about, who created it, or whether Don approved it. 
(Clark Deel. in Opp. Doug & Virginia Mot. Summ. J. 163:21 ("Doug Dep.").) 
Doug, through his company, Watkins Contracting Services, Inc. ("Watkins 
Contracting"), was invoicing Don's businesses for services apparently rendered. But contrary 
to Doug's allegations, not every invoice submitted by Watkins Contracting was accurate and 
true. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 18.) Rather than providing actual services to Don or Don's 
enterprises, Doug or Brian simply prepared an even-sum invoice every month; now Doug claims 
that he cannot recall what those invoices were for. (Doug Dep. 107:17-108:17; Suppl. McClure 
Deel. Ex. B.) Contrary to Doug's assertion, from about 1993 to 1995, George Wadsworth did 
not review and approve the invoices. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <J[ 19.) 
III. GOVERNING STANDARD 
Summary judgment is inappropriate where there are legitimate questions of material fact 
that must be determined by trial. See McCoy v. Lyons, 120 Idaho 765, 771 (1991). In 
considering summary judgment, a court must liberally construe evidence in favor of the party 
opposing the motion. Wade Baker & Sons Fanns v. Corp. of the Bishop of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day Saints, 136 Idaho 922, 925 (Ct. App. 2002). If reasonable persons could reach 
different findings or inferences from the evidence, the motion must be denied. Id. 
PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT DOUG AND 





A. Fact Questions Exist as to Whether Doug Committed Fraud/Deceit (Count V) 
Contrary to Doug's argument, at minimum, there is a legitimate factual dispute regarding 
whether Doug perpetrated a fraud on Don. Under Idaho law, there are nine elements which must 
be established to state a cause of action for fraud: ( 1) a statement or representation of fact; (2) its 
falsity; (3) its materiality; (4) speaker's knowledge of its falsity; (5) speaker's intent that the 
representation will be acted upon in a reasonably contemplated manner; (6) listener's ignorance 
of its falsity; (7) listener's reliance on the truth of the representation; (8) listener's right to rely on 
the truth of the representation; and (9) listener's consequent and proximate injury. See Hayes v. 
Kingston, 140 Idaho 551,555 (2004). 
Here, Doug erroneously argues that Plaintiff has no evidence to support his allegations 
that Doug submitted fraudulent or misleading invoices because a) Doug says the invoices were 
accurate, and b) the invoices were allegedly approved by George Wadsworth and/or Brian. 
(Doug & Virginia Am. Mem. 9-10.) On the contrary, many of the invoices submitted by Doug's 
company, Watkins Contracting were inaccurate or false. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <JI 18; Doug 
Dep. 107:17-108:17.) George Wadsworth never reviewed or approved invoices submitted by 
Doug. (Id. <JI 19.) Additionally, Don disputes that he ever "routed instructions" through Brian to 
Doug to perform work as Doug asserts in his affidavit. (Id. <JI 11.) Accordingly, there is a 
legitimate factual dispute regarding whether Doug's invoices and invoicing system were 
fraudulent or deceitful, thus requiring denial of summary judgment. 
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B. Fact Questions Exist as to Whether Doug and Virginia Were Unjustly Enriched, 
Are Liable for Conversion, and Possess Assets Subject to a Constructive Trust 
(Counts VI, VII, and VIII) 
Defendants erroneously argue that they are entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's 
claims for unjust enrichment and constructive trust because Plaintiff cannot adequately 
demonstrate that either Doug or Virginia received property that belonged to Plaintiff. (Doug & 
Virginia Am. Mem. 13-14, 18-19.) This argument fails. 
A constructive trust may be imposed upon a party who wrongfully received property 
pursuant to a trustee's or fiduciary's breach of duty. See Taylor v. Maile, 142 Idaho 253, 260-61 
(2005) (discussing Restatement (Second) of Trusts § 291.)). The term "wrongful" is a broad 
one: 
A constructive trust is a remedial device created primarily to prevent unjust 
enrichment; equity compels the restoration to another of property to which the 
holder thereof is not justly entitled. (Citations omitted) ... [A] constructive trust 
may be imposed in practically any case where there is a wrongful acquisition or 
detention of property to which another is entitled. 
Chinchurreta v. Evergreen Mgmt., 117 Idaho 591, 593 (Ct. App. 1989) ( quotation omitted; 
modifications in original). There are three elements in a conversion claim: "(l) that the charged 
party wrongfully gained dominion of property; (2) that property is owned or possessed by 
plaintiff at the time of possession; and (3) the property in question is personal property."Taylor v. 
McNichols, 149 Idaho 826, 846 (2010). 
First, even though Brian has withheld a tremendous amount of information, Plaintiff's 
expert forensic accountant, Denise McClure, has identified a number of defalcations that resulted 
in funds improperly being transferred from Don to Doug: 
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• Over $450,000 flowed from Access Mini Storage of Nampa, Don's business, to 
Doug between 1999 and 2009, even though the evidence shows that Doug was not 
regularly working for Don after 2000. (Don Opp. Deel. <J{'J[ 7; Counsel Aff. in Supp. Doug 
& Virginia Mot. Summ. J., Sep. 23, 2014, ("Hanby Aff.") Ex. B, at 8-10; Supp. McClure 
Deel. TI 5-6 and Ex. B.) These funds were unrelated to Access Mini Storage of Nampa's 
ordinary business operations. 
• Doug and his other siblings used proceeds from the sale of a Seattle nursing home 
rightfully belonging to Don to make a down payment on commercial real estate they still 
own. (Hanby Aff. Ex. B, at 1-2.) 
• Millions of dollars from the sale of another of Don's commercial properties, 
Locust Grove, was wrongfully diverted to Don's children, including Doug. (Hanby Aff. 
Ex. A, at 17.) Brian convinced Don to gift Locust Grove for the benefit of his children 
by falsely telling Don that he had $2 million cash in his bank accounts. (Don Dep. 
47:23-48:11.) 
• From 1989 to 2006, Brian, purportedly acting on Don's behalf, "gifted" between 
$1.1 million and $3.3 million to Don's children, including Doug. (Supp. McClure Deel. 
Ex. A, at 8-9.) These gifts came in several forms, including unauthorized debt 
forgiveness and cash transfers. (Id.) For example, Brian "gifted" $378,000 of Don's 
funds to RVT Development, a company partially owned by Doug, to finance the 
renovation of a hotel in Riggins that RVT Development acquired from Don for $135,000 
and later sold for $450,000. (Id. at 10.) 
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At minimum, there is a material fact question as to whether funds and/or other assets rightly 
belonging to Don improperly made their way to Doug. Don may be entitled to claw back these 
funds from Doug individually and from Doug and Virginia's marital estate based on claims of 
unjust enrichment, constructive trust, and/or conversion. 
Second, as discussed above, evidence exists that shows Defendants were unjustly 
enriched by Doug's fraudulent invoicing system. Doug would submit false or inaccurate 
invoices for work never performed ( or for which the costs of goods and services provided were 
improperly inflated). (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at 'l'I 18-19.) Therefore, Defendants received a 
"benefit" (the payment of the invoices) under circumstances for which it would be inequitable to 
allow Defendants to keep them (a fraudulent invoicing scheme). 
C. Defendants' Statute of Limitations Defense to Plaintiff's Conversion Claim Fails 
Because the Statute Was Tolled Due to Doug and Brian's Fraud 
Defendants erroneously argue that Plaintiff cannot succeed on his conversion claim 
because "any alleged property 'taken or retained' prior to November 6, 2006 is time-barred." 
(Doug & Virginia Am. Mem. 14.) Defendants fail to understand that under Idaho law, where a 
fraud has been perpetrated, the statute of limitations for conversion claims does not begin to run 
until the plaintiff learns of the fraud. I.C. § 5-218(4); Stephan v. Hoops Constr. Co., 115 Idaho 
894, 896 n.1 (1989) (noting that discovery provision of§ 5-218(4) would apply for conversions 
accomplished through fraud). Here, Don did not learn of the underlying wrongful conduct of his 
children until shortly before March 24, 2009 at the latest. That was the date he sent a letter to 
Brian (with copies to his children, including Doug) revoking Brian's General POA. (Don MSJ 
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Opp. Deel. at <J[ 14.) Don filed suit in November of 2009, thus, his claims are all within the 
2 
applicable statutes of limitation, including his conversion claims. 
Further, the defalcations described above in Part IV.B were not discovered until an expert 
witness could examine documents produced in discovery: (1) money diverted from Access Mini 
Storage of Nampa to Doug, (2) diverted proceeds from the sale of the Seattle nursing home; (3) 
$225,000.00 diverted from the sale of Locust Grove, and (4) the "gifts" Brian made purportedly 
on Don's behalf. 
D. Fact Questions Exist Regarding Plaintiff's Civil RICO Claims 
Defendants erroneously argue that Plaintiff has presented no evidence of either an 
underlying predicate act or an "enterprise" to commit that act. (See Doug & Virginia Am. Mem. 
16-17.) However, as Defendants concede, under Idaho law, predicate acts include theft and 
fraud. (Id. at 16) At minimum, as discussed above, there are fact questions on Plaintiff's fraud 
and/or conversion claims; therefore, there are fact questions as to whether a "predicate act" exists 
for civil RICO purposes. I.C. § 18-7803(a)(l)-(21). 
As to the "enterprise" prong, evidence exists indicating that Brian and Doug agreed to 
develop a scheme to defraud Plaintiff. By way of example, after Doug ceased working for Don, 
Brian transferred title to Don's personal property to Doug and Virginia without Don's 
knowledge or consent, which Doug then refused to return when confronted by Don. (Don MSJ 
Opp. Deel. at <J[ 8.) Moreover, the existence of the fraudulent invoicing scheme (discussed 
above) is circumstantial evidence of an agreement to defraud Don. Thus, there are legitimate 
2 At bare minimum, there are legitimate fact questions regarding when Don learned (or should have known) of the 
underlying fraud committed by his sons, and thus, a jury should determine the issue. 
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fact questions regarding Doug and Virginia's agreement to defraud and steal from Don which 
must be addressed by a jury. 
E. The Court Should Declare Void Doug's Compensation Agreement Because Brian 
Lacked Any Authority to Execute the Document on Don's Behalf 
Doug's Compensation Agreement is not enforceable because Brian lacked both actual 
and apparent authority to execute it on Don's behalf. Don has filed a Cross-Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment asking for the Court to declare Doug's Compensation Agreement void. The 
Court should therefore: (1) grant Don's claim for rescission of Doug's Compensation Agreement 
(Count IV), and (2) dismiss Doug's Counterclaim for breach of his Compensation Agreement. 
Whether an agent has authority to take a given action is a question of fact. Idaho Title 
Co. v. Am. States Ins. Co., 96 Idaho 465,468 (1975). "For an agent to bind a principal to a third 
party in contract the agent must have actual or apparent authority." Huyett v. Idaho State Univ., 
140 Idaho 904, 908 (2004). Neither kind of authority was present to enable Brian to bind Don to 
Doug's Compensation Agreement. 
Before addressing the arguments in Doug's brief, the Court is referred to Part 111.B of the 
Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, filed April 7, 
2014 ("Don Supplemental MSJ Memo"). A copy of the Don Supplemental MSJ Memo is 
attached as Attachment A. The Don Supplemental MSJ Memo describes in detail how Brian 
executed the Compensation Agreements without Don's knowledge or consent and, further, that 
no one else, including Doug, even knew of the Compensation Agreements until after learning 
that Brian's General POA had been revoked. 
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1. No Actual Authority Existed 
Doug first states that Don has already conceded that Brian "had express authority via the 
power of attorney" to enter the Compensation Agreement. This is not true. While Don admits to 
executing Brian's General POA in 2000, he has consistently maintained that Brian was 
nevertheless not authorized to execute any of the Compensation Agreements. (1st Amd. Compl. 
<J[<J[ 17, 88-90; Don MSJ Opp. Deel. <J[ 16.) 
Next, Doug argues that Brian had actual authority because the General POA empowered 
Brian to exercise general authority on Don's behalf, including the power to "execute and 
acknowledge all contracts." (Doug & Virginia Am. Mem. 21.) 
The law is to the contrary. A power of attorney instrument that grants general authority 
to manage the principal's affairs does not grant authority to gift the principal's property. Idaho, 
in its version of the Uniform Power of Attorney Act ("Uniform Act"), requires a specific grant 
of authority to make gifts in the power of attorney instrument. I.C. § 15-12-201. Idaho's statute 
adopts a "growing trend" among other jurisdictions and reflects the near-consensus view of the 
experts and practitioners surveyed during the Uniform Act's drafting process. Id. cmt. and 
prefatory n.; accord Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 2.02 cmt.h ("[A]cts that create no prospect 
of economic advantage for a principal, such as gifts and uncompensated uses of the principal's 
property, require specific authorization."). 
Therefore, even where a general power of attorney authorizes the agent to enter 
agreements or convey property, the agent still lacks authority to make gifts. I.C. § 15-12-201; 
see also 3 Am Jur. 2d Agency § 83 ("A general power of attorney authorizing an agent to convey 
property does not authorize an agent to make a gift of the property or to transfer it without 
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obtaining consideration for the principal." (collecting citations)); Praejke v. Am. Enter. Life Ins. 
Co., 655 N.W.2d 456, (Wis. Ct. App. 2002) (holding that specific authority for gifting must 
appear in the power of attorney and that "a general authority to deal with assets is not sufficient 
to exculpate an attorney-in-fact from a charge of self-dealing"); Estate of Swanson v. United 
States, 46 Fed. Cl. 388, 393 (Fed. Cir. 2001) ("A power of attorney conferring authority to sell, 
exchange, transfer or convey real property for the benefit of the principal does not authorize a 
conveyance as a gift or without a substantial consideration." (quotation omitted; applying 
California law)). 
The reason the law requires specific authority for gifts is that they rarely benefit the 
principal. Restatement (Third) of Agency § 2.02 cmt.h. Gifts that confer benefits on third 
parties without a corresponding benefit to the principal indicate a breach of the agent's fiduciary 
duty of loyalty to the principal. Id. § 8.09 cmt.c & illus.5. 
Doug's Compensation Agreement is nothing more than a gratuitous promise because it 
requires no future act or forbearance by Doug. Given that the General POA does not authorize 
gifts, it was not reasonable for Brian (or anyone else) to believe that Don authorized Doug's 
Compensation Agreement to be executed. As explained in Don's Memorandum in Support of 
Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Don never indicated to Brian that he should 
execute any Compensation Agreements. (Don MSJ Deel. <JI 21.) On the contrary, Don indicated 
to Brian that he was only willing to pay his children so long as they were working for him. (Id. <JI 
20.) 
Basic agency law requires the agent to "[a]ct in accordance with the principal's 
reasonable expectations to the extent actually known by the agent," to "[a]ct loyally for the 
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principal's benefit," and to "[a]ct so as not to create a conflict of interest that impairs the agent's 
ability to act impartially in the principal's best interest." I.C. § 15-12-114(2)(a), (b). "The 
mandatory duties-acting in accordance with the principal' s reasonable expectations, if known, 
and otherwise in the principal' s best interest; acting in good faith; and acting only within the 
scope of authority granted-may not be altered in the power of attorney." I.C. § 15-12-114 
official cmt. Brian was not authorized to execute agreements when doing so was not in Don's 
best interests or was contrary to Don's expectations. Further, Don had no obligation to verbally 
admonish Brian not to violate his fiduciary duties. 
Executing Doug's Compensation Agreement was not in Don's interests. In 2000, Doug 
stopped working for Don on a regular basis. (Don MSJ Opp. Deel. at <JI 7 .) Don did not 
represent to Doug that he would continue paying him without performing any work in return, (Id. 
<JI 9.), and Doug has pointed to no agreements actually binding Don to continue making payments 
to Doug. Brian simply executed a gratuitous promise chaining Don to a perpetual payment 
obligation for nothing in return. This is why Don immediately stopped making payments to 
Doug in March 2009 when Don regained control of his business affairs. (Doug MSJ Aff. <JI 13.) 
Last, Brian had a clear conflict of interest in executing Doug's Compensation Agreement, given 
that Doug is his brother. The Compensation Agreement was not an authorized transaction and is 
void. 
2. No Apparent Authority Existed 
Doug contends that "he was not privy to any facts that made him question Brian's 
authority to execute the Compensation Agreement," and that he was not on "'notice' that Brian 
allegedly exceeded his authority." (Defs.' Memo. at 20-21.) In his affidavit, Doug also 
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complains that he "never had information or reason to believe that Brian was acting outside his 
scope of authority." (Doug MSJ Aff. <J[ 31.) Doug, in other words, seems to believe that he 
could assume that Doug had authority or that it was Don's duty to warn Doug that Brian was not 
authorized to execute Doug's Compensation Agreement. 
First, Doug's argument is incorrect as a legal matter. Doug could not assume that Brian 
had such authority and Don was not obligated to affirmatively put Doug on "'notice' that Brian 
allegedly exceeded his authority." (Defs.' Memo. at 21.) This is because the principal is the one 
who must manifest some signal that the agent has actual authority-actual authority cannot be 
created by the agent's acts alone. Bailey v. Ness, 109 Idaho 495, 497-98 (1985). Accordingly, 
"[o]ne must use reasonable diligence to ascertain the agent's authority. Reasonable diligence 
encompasses a duty to inquire with the principal about the agent's authority." Podolan v. Idaho 
Legal Aid Servs., 123 Idaho 937, 944 (Ct. App. 1993) (citations omitted). Doug wants to turn the 
rule upside down and require the principal, Don, to continuously notify third parties as to what 
his agent, Brian, was and was not authorized to do. 
Second, as a factual matter, it is implausible that Doug ever actually thought Brian could 
execute Doug's Compensation Agreement. The rationale underlying the apparent-authority 
doctrine is that "apparent authority when present trumps restrictions that the principal has 
privately imposed on the agent." Restatement (Third) Agency § 2.03 cmt.c (2006). But in this 
case, Don publicly revoked Brian's General POA. Doug and Virginia did not even find out the 
agreement existed until the summer of 2009, months after Don notified them in March 2009 that 
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the General POA had been revoked. (Brian V. Answer 'f 66; see also Suppl. Don MSJ Mem. 
21-24.) They could not have reasonably believed Brian was authorized to write and execute the 
Compensation Agreement. 
Doug next argues that Don is judicially estopped from denying that Brian had apparent 
authority. Doug relies only on Paragraph 10 of Don's 1998 Affidavit, which states that Don was 
paying Doug $1,000.00 per month because he was injured and could not support himself. (Don's 
1998 Aff. 'f 10.) However, estoppel does not apply here because Don is not taking inconsistent 
positions. Just because Don stated that he had a $1,000.00 obligation to Doug at the time of 
Don's 1998 Affidavit does not prevent him from now saying that the monthly obligation 
disappeared in 2000 when Doug stopped working. Don's 1998 Affidavit did not specify how 
long Don's obligation to Doug would last, so it cannot bind Don to make payments to Doug in 
perpetuity. 
Moreover, it is not at all apparent how Paragraph 10 of Don's 1998 Affidavit secured any 
advantage for Don. "[T]he party asserting judicial estoppel must show that the sworn statement 
at issue was used to obtain a judgment, advantage, or consideration from another party." Indian 
Springs LLC v. Indian Springs Land Inv., LLC, 147 Idaho 737, 748 (2009). Doug does not 
identify any judgment or consideration that Don received. Instead, he simply states that "[f]rom 
his sworn statement, Don clearly gained an advantage in his divorce proceeding." (Doug & 
3 
Brian and Robynlee's Answer states that "Robynlee Watkins [Brian's wife], Gene Watkins, and Doug Watkins 
were unaware of the Compensation Agreements drafted by Defendant Brian D. Watkins until in or about the 
summer of 2009." (Brian V. Answer 'I[ 66.) 
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Virginia Am. Mem. 24.) It is difficult to imagine how such an "advantage" would be apparent 
merely on the face of an affidavit. The Court should reject the judicial estoppel argument. 
Since Brian had no actual authority to make a gratuitous promise on Don's behalf and 
Don did nothing amounting to a manifestation that Brian had such authority, Doug's 
Compensation Agreement is invalid. The Court should grant summary judgment to Don on 
Count IV of his Amended Complaint and declare Doug's Compensation Agreement void. 
F. Doug's Compensation Agreement Lacks Consideration Because It Is Based on Past 
Consideration 
The Court should also grant Don's claim for rescission of Doug's Compensation 
Agreement (Count IV) and dismiss Doug's Counterclaim for breach of his Compensation 
Agreement for another reason: Doug's Compensation Agreement is unenforceable because it is 
based only on a claim of past consideration. Doug's Compensation Agreement states on its face 
that it is based on past consideration for services (real and imaginary) that Doug rendered to Don 
before Doug's Compensation Agreement was executed and makes no mention of future 
consideration to be rendered by Doug for Don. 
Idaho adheres to the majority view that "absent an understanding at the time services are 
rendered that compensation will later be paid for such services, a subsequent promise to pay for 
them is unenforceable for lack of consideration." Collard v. Cooley, 92 Idaho 789, 793 (1969). 
This is the prevailing rule around the country. E.g. Soukop v. Snyder, 709 P.2d 109, 113 (Haw. 
Ct. App. 1985) ("[A] promise cannot be supported by a past or executed consideration." 
(quotation omitted)); Cnty. of Clark v. Bonanza No. 1, 615 P.2d 939, 943 (Nev. 1980) ("A 
benefit conferred or detriment incurred in the past is not adequate consideration for a present 
bargain."); accord Sheehy v. Bodin, 349 N.W.2d 353, 353 (Minn. 1984) ("[P]ast consideration 
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cannot support a promise to pay and is invalid." (quoting J. Calamari & J. Perillo, The Law of 
Contracts§§ 4-2, 5-18 (2nd ed. 1977)); Lovekamp-Serrato v. Lovecamp, 24 P.3d 894, 895 (Okla. 
Ct. App. 2001); Tafel v. Lion Antique Invs. & Consulting Servs., 459 Fed. App'x 847 (11th Cir. 
2012) (applying Georgia law) ("The general rule is that a past consideration will not support a 
subsequent promise." (quotation omitted)); Citibank, Nat'l Assoc. v. London, 526 F. Supp. 793, 
803 (S.D. Tex. 1981) (applying New York law) ("A promise supported by past consideration is 
unenforceable because the detriment did not induce the promise."). 
For example, in one case the defendant signed an agreement promising to pay the 
plaintiff for help the plaintiff had already provided by assisting the defendant with bidding on 
construction jobs. Tindall v. Konitz Contracting, 783 P.2d 1376, 1378 (Mont. 1989). The 
Montana Supreme Court upheld the decision not to enforce the promise because the services had 
been rendered before the agreement was executed. Id. at 1379; see also Claytor v. Computer 
Assocs. Int'l, Inc., 262 F. Supp. 2d 1188, 1197 (D. Kan. 2003) (refusing to enforce a promise to 
pay a bonus to the plaintiff, an employee, "for plaintiff's efforts to date"). 
In this case, Doug's Compensation Agreement could only have been given for services 
Doug purportedly performed in the past. It explicitly states, "Payor desires to compensate Payee 
by and through this Agreement for years of service as a retirement benefit." (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. 
M, at 1.) It goes on: "In consideration of the lifetime of work done by Payee for Payor; [sic] 
Payor hereby agrees to pay to Payee periodic payments in the amount of $3,000 per month for as 
long as the Payee shall live." (Id.) No one in this case has suggested that Doug relied upon this 
language or performed any services after he learned of his Compensation Agreement. Doug's 
Compensation Agreement also does not purport to be repayment for Doug's salary cuts in 1994. 
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Brian made this promise on Don's behalf solely to purportedly compensate Doug for 
consideration he supposedly provided in the past. The promise is, therefore, a promise without 
any reciprocal consideration. The Compensation Agreement is therefore unenforceable. 
G. Even If Don Owes Doug Anything Under the Compensation Agreement, The Court 
Should Not Hold that Those Amounts Are Wages. 
Doug last claims that the money he has not received under the Compensation Agreement 
is a "wage." (Doug & Virginia Arn. Mern. 24.) To prevail on this claim, however, Doug needs 
to first demonstrate that he is an employee, as only employees can recover "wages" under the 
Idaho Wage Claim Act. State ex rel. Dep 't of Labor & Indus. Servs. v. Hill, 118 Idaho 278, 282 
(Ct. App. 1990). 
The Court should deny summary judgment to Doug on this claim because, at minimum, 
there are fact questions regarding Doug's status as an "employee." Deciding whether someone is 
an employee requires the Court to inquire into a number of factors, including: ( 1) whether an 
agreement exists allowing the principal to control the agent's work, (2) the method of payment, 
(3) whether the principal furnishes major items of equipment, and (4) the right to terminate the 
arrangement at will. See Moore v. Moore, 152 Idaho 245, 249 (2011) (setting forth the test). 
This analysis is a fact-intensive, multi-factor inquiry not amenable to summary judgment. 
Rather, "[t]he determination of whether an injured party is an independent contractor or an 
employee is a factual determination to be made from full consideration of the facts and 
circumstances which are established by the evidence." Roman v. Horsley, 120 Idaho 136, 137 
(1991). 
Yet, nowhere in his Memorandum or Affidavit does Doug develop the facts necessary to 
apply the employment-relationship factors. It is unclear what services Doug performed for 
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Don's businesses at any given time, or whether Doug billed for such services through his own 
contracting firm or invoiced for the work as an individual. Further, there is evidence that 
Watkins Contracting was receiving payments, not Doug directly as an employee. (Suppl. 
McClure Deel. 'I[ 5.) Material facts therefore exist as to whether Doug was an employee, let 
alone whether the Compensation Agreement actually is meant to compensate Doug for "wages" 
he supposedly earned while serving as an employee. 
Further, the Court should deny summary judgment on the wages issue because Don needs 
an opportunity to take additional discovery on this issue. (See Pl.'s Rule 56(f) Motion and 
Supporting Materials.) 
V. CONCLUSION 
For all of the above reasons, Defendant Doug and Virginia's motion for summary 
judgment should be denied. Further, the Court should grant summary judgment to Don on Count 
IV of his First Amended Co~t and declare void Doug's Compensation Agreement. 
DATED THIS~day of September, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
yn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"), by and through his attorneys of record, Hawley 
Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this Supplemental Memorandum in Support 
of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
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II. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
In Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Partial MSJ Motion"), filed 
October 9, 2013, Plaintiff asked the Court to: (1) grant summary judgment in favor of Don on his 
claims that Defendants Brian D. Watkins ("Brian"), Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug"), and 
Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene") are in material breach of their respective real estate contracts 
to pay Don for their share of the purchase price of certain real property and improvements 
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located in Seattle, Washington (the "Property") ; and (2) declare void a series of agreements 
that Brian executed, without authority, purporting to obligate Don to make payments to Brian, 
Brian's spouse (Defendant Robynlee Watkins ("Robynlee")), Doug, and Gene for life, and if 
applicable, to their surviving spouses for their lives (collectively the "2009 Payment 
Agreements"). No other party has filed any substantive briefing opposing the Partial MSJ 
Motion. 
On October 16, 2013, the Court vacated the hearing on the Partial MSJ Motion to allow 
the parties to pursue further discovery. New facts then surfaced when Don's counsel deposed 
Doug, Brian, and Gene confirming that Brian had no actual or apparent authority to execute the 
Payment Agreements on Don's behalf. Brian and Gene also admitted during their depositions 
that they had stopped making the payments on their Nursing Home Contracts. 
In light of these new facts, Don's conservator, Steven G. Neighbors, of Strategic & 
Operational Solutions, Inc. ("Conservator"), calculated the minimum amounts that Doug, Brian, 
and Gene owe Plaintiff on their Nursing Home Contracts and about which there can be no 
question of material fact. Don now files the Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
("Amended Partial MSJ Motion"), which seeks the same relief as the initial Partial MSJ 
Motion except that it now states the exact amounts for which Plaintiff is entitled to summary 
judgment on the Nursing Home Contract claims. The Court should grant the Amended Partial 
MSJ Motion in its entirety. 
I The contracts that Doug, Brian, and Gene had with Don to purchase the nursing home real property and 
appurtenances in Seattle are each individually referred to as a "Nursing Home Contract" and collectively as the 
"Nursing Home Contracts." 
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A. Brian, Doug, and Gene Have Breached their Nursing Home Contracts and 
Damaged Don 
The Nursing Home Contracts provide that Doug, Brian, and Gene would each go into 
default for failing to make the full and timely monthly payment. (Don Deel. in Supp. Partial 
Summ. J. ("Don MSJ Deel.") Ex. A, at 1; Ex. D, at l; Ex. G, at 1.) The dates upon which each 
of them went into default are well established. Next, although Doug, Brian, and Gene actually 
owe far more than Plaintiff now seeks, Conservator has calculated the minimum unpaid amounts 
on their respective Nursing Home Contracts. These minimum amounts draw all inferences and 
assumptions in favor of Defendants so the Court can be confident that there is no question of 
material fact as to damages. 
1. Doug, Bria11., and Gene Are in Default on Their Nursing Home C01ztracts 
a. The Nursing Home Contracts Require a Full Payment Each Month 
Before discussing each individual's Nursing Home Contract, it is necessary to further 
clarify what constitutes default under the Nursing Home Contracts. All that is required for 
default is that the obligor (Doug, Brian, or Gene) fail to timely make a full payment-partial 
payments do not constitute full payments and, thus, trigger a default. 
As noted before, Doug, Brian, and Gene were among a number of parties who purchased 
undivided interests in the Property from Don and his late wife, Florence Watkins, who were both 
collectively identified as "Seller" in the Nursing Home Contracts. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 1; 
Ex. D, at l; Ex. G, at 1.) According to the Nursing Home Contracts, Doug, Brian, and Gene 
were each originally required to make monthly payments of $5,590.00 toward their individual 
purchase prices of $611,000. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 2; Ex. D, at 2; Ex. G, at 2.) This 
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obligation is absolute, regardless of claim or set-off. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 3; Ex. D, at 3; 
Ex. G, at 3.) The parties amended the Nursing Home Contracts twice, eventually reducing the 
monthly payments to $1,645.00, but neither amendment otherwise materially altered the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contracts. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. C, at 2; Ex. F, at 2; Ex. I, at 2.) 
After Florence passed away in 1988, her one-half interest in the Nursing Home Contracts 
' went first to a testamentary trust known as the "Husband's Trust."- (Don MSJ Deel.'( 4; 
Wieland Supp. Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. B ("Gene Dep.") 95: 10-97: 13.) It has 
become apparent that, because both Florence and Don together were the contractual sellers, 
Brian, and potentially his brothers, may believe they owe separate and independent obligations to 
the Husband's Trust and to Don, and that paying one obligee one-half of the total payment due is 
sufficient to avoid default with respect to one or both obligees. (Wieland Supp. Deel. in Supp. 
Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. A ("Brian Dep.") 239:2-240: 11.) However, the Nursing Home 
Contracts do not suggest that any obligor can satisfy his obligation by making partial payments 
or by only paying one obligee. On the contrary, the most recent amendments simply state that 
"the monthly payment on this contract shall be [$1,645.00]." (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. C, at 2; Ex. F, 
at 2; Ex. I, at 2.) All payments must still be made payable to or otherwise directed to "Seller." 
(Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 4; Ex. D, at 4; Ex. G, at 4.) The Nursing Home Contracts otherwise 
treat the Seller as a unified party, stating that in the event an obligor "shall fail to comply with or 
perform any condition or agreement hereof or to make any payment required hereunder 
? 
• In September 2011, the Husband's Trust assigned "to Don all claims, known or unknown, that the Husband's Trust 
has or may have against Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, and Gene Watkins, and all proceeds therefrom will be Don's 
sole property." (Neighbors Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J. Ex. A «JI l.b.) 
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promptly," the Seller can declare the purchaser in default. (Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 11; Ex. D, 
at 11; Ex. G, at 11.) 
Nothing in the Nursing Home Contracts or otherwise suggests that the obligors owe 
independent obligations to each of the parties that together comprise the "Seller;" therefore, 
making less than a full and timely payment by definition constitutes a default under the Nursing 
Home Contracts. 
b. Doug Was in Breach of His Nursing Home Contract as of August 2, 2010 
As explained in Plaintiff's MSJ Memorandum, Doug has already admitted that his last 
payment was July 2010, which put him in breach of his Nursing Home Contract on August 2, 
2010, the day after the next full payment was due. (Pl.'s MSJ Mem. 9-10; Wieland Deel. Ex. A, 
Interrog. No. 20.) This Court should enter summary judgment on Count 11 as to liability by 
finding Doug in default of his Nursing Home Contract as of that date. 
c. Brian Was in Default on His Nursing Home Contract as of May 2, 2009 
Denise McClure, Don's expert forensic accountant, previously testified that, according to 
the bank records and other documents, the first monthly payment Brian failed to make under his 
Nursing Home Contract was in May 2009. (McClure MSJ Deel. 118-9.) That payment came 
due on May 1, 2009, but Brian did not make a full payment, thereby putting him into default the 
following day. (Id.) During his deposition, Brian confirmed that he made only a partial payment 
by stating, "I think I made my last payment like in April of '09 on, there would be whatever 
interest would be accrued since then." (Brian Dep. 239:19-21.) Later, Brian again stated that 
the last full payment he made was in April 2009: 
Q: Okay. Is the purchase price fully paid on your contract? 
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Q: Do you know how much is unpaid, remains unpaid? 
A: Not exactly, no. 
Q: What's your best estimate? 
A: There's different - what I owe on my mother's trust versus what I owe on 
my father are different. 
Q: And how is that? 
A: Because I continued making payments to my mother's trust as long as I 
could. And I discontinued making payments to my father when he 
discontinued his obligation to me under the settlement agreement for my 
personal injury. 
Q: Do you recall when that was? 
A: I believe the payments to my father from myself, there was an April 
payment. I believe that was the last one, April of 2009. 
(Id. 324:4-23 (emphasis added).) 
As explained above, making less than a full payment put Brian into default on his 
Nursing Home Contract, thereby triggering the default provisions in his Nursing Home Contract. 
This Court should accordingly enter summary judgment on Count 10 of the First Amended 
Complaint as to liability by holding that Brian defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of 
May 2, 2009, and that such default is continuing. 
d. Gene Was in Default on His Nursing Home Contract as of September 2, 
2009 
In her Declaration, Ms. McClure stated that, after reviewing the pertinent records, she 
concluded that Gene went into default on his Nursing Home Contract on September 2, 2009, 
when he failed to make the full and timely monthly payment due on September l, 2009. 
(McClure MSJ Deel. 'll'l 10-11.) Gene simply cannot rebut that evidence: 
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Q: According to her calculation, [Ms. McClure] states that your payment was 
due on September 1, 2009, and that it went into default on that date when 
it was not paid. Do you recall or do you know whether that payment was 
made on September 1 of 2009? 
A: I don't know. 
Q: Did you ever make the payments directly yourself out of your own 
checking account? 
A: No. 
Q: So, is it fair to say you don't know whether you are in default of your 
contract? 
A: That would be correct. 
Q: Or how much it might be if you are in default? 
A: That would be correct. 
(Gene Dep. 107: 19-108:2, 110:4-8.) This testimony is consistent with Gene's Answer to First 
Amended Complaint, in which he stated he was unaware of whether he had defaulted on his 
Nursing Home Contract and was unaware of whether he was making his payments. (First Am. 
Compl. '1['11147-49; Gene Answer'I[ II.) 
Since Gene cannot identify any evidence to suggest that he made his full monthly 
payment on September 1, 2009, and, thus, rebut the evidence presented by Plaintiff, the Court 
should grant summary judgment to Plaintiff on Count 12 of the First Amended Complaint as to 
liability by holding that Gene defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of September 2, 2009. 
2. This Court Should Hold That Doug, Brian, and Gene Owe Certain Minimum 
Amounts Under the Nursing Home Contracts 
In addition to granting summary judgment as to liability, this Court should also grant 
summary judgment as to damages. This Court can confidently enter such an award because 
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Conservator has calculated the minimum amounts that Doug, Brian, and Gene each owe under 
their respective Nursing Home Contracts and about which there is no genuine issue of material 
fact. 
a. Conservator Has Calculated the Absolute Minimum Amounts Owing by 
Doug. Brian. and Gene under their Nursing Home Contracts 
For the purpose of resolving Plaintiff's breach claims without trial, Conservator 
calculated the minimum amounts that Doug, Brian, and Gene owe under their respective Nursing 
Home Contracts. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. in Supp. Pl.'s Mot. Partial Summ. J. ("Supp. 
Neighbors Deel.") 11'1[ 2, 13.) Conservator designed his calculation to negate any potential 
factual issue that might obstruct summary judgment in Don's favor as to damages.3 (Id.Ii[ 13.) 
To ensure that no material issue of fact exists, Conservator construed every assumption in favor 
of Defendants. Specifically: 
3 
• Conservator used amortization tables provided by Sharon Wadsworth for payment 
history data before January 1, 2010. (Id. 'i[ 3.) Ms. Wadsworth is Don's daughter, 
married to his CPA, and is believed to be an employee of Don's CPA's law firm. Her 
amortization tables incorporate tables that Brian created for the years 1984 to 1994. (ld. 
'i[ 5.a.) 
• Conservator did not capitalize any of the unpaid interest that accrued over the 
years. (Id. 'I[ 5.b.) Conservator is willing to waive the unpaid interest even though the 
Nothing in this Memorandum or supporting Declarations should be construed to suggest that Doug, Brian, or Gene 
are entitled to any of the inferences or assumptions in Mr. Neighbors' Supplemental Declaration. 
PLAINTIFF'S SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 11 
44787.0001.6501424.2 
000774
.. . .. 
Nursing Home Contracts explicitly require that such interest be paid. (Id. 'l[ 13; Don MSJ 
Deel. Ex. A, at 2; Ex. D, at 2; Ex. G, at 2.) 
• Brian's tables, incorporated into Ms. Wadsworth's records, indicate that Don 
credited as "gifts" a total of over $100,000 to each of Doug's, Brian's, and Gene's 
balances on their respective Nursing Home Contracts. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. '15.c.) 
Conservator credited these purported "gifts" even though no evidence has been produced 
to show that Don ever intended to make any such gifts. (Id.) 
Conservator applied these assumptions to each of the obligors' Nursing Home Contracts. 
b. Doug Owes at Least $405,036.94 as of March 1. 2014 
As noted in Part III.A.2.a, above, Conservator recalculated the amount Doug owes on his 
Nursing Home Contract not by applying the strict terms of his Nursing Home Contract, but by 
drawing every possible assumption in Doug's favor. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. 'I'll 2-3, 5-6, 13.) 
In applying the above facts and assumptions from Part III.A.2.a, Conservator determined that 
Doug's balance due and owing on his Nursing Home Contract as of March 1, 2014, is 
$405,036.94. (Id. 'l[ 7.) This Court should therefore enter summary judgment in favor of Don on 
Count 11 of the First Amended Complaint for damages in that amount, plus default interest 
accruing from March 1, 2014, at the rate of 1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
c. Brian Owes at Least $451,302.60 as of March 1. 2014 
In addition to the concessions described in Part III.A.2.a above, Conservator chose 
January l, 2010, as the date of default for Brian even though the evidence in the record clearly 
indicates that Brian defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract prior to January I, 2010 (Supp. 
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Neighbors Decl.1[ 11). Naturally, delaying Brian's default date reduces the amount of accrued 
default interest. 
In applying the above facts and assumptions, including those listed in Part IIl.A.2.a, 
Conservator determined that Brian's balance due and owing on his Nursing Home Contract as of 
March I, 2014, is at least $451,302.60. (Supp. Neighbors Decl. 'J[ 9.) This Court should 
therefore enter summary judgment in favor of Don on Count 10 of the First Amended Complaint 
for damages in that amount, plus default interest accruing from March 1, 2014, at the rate of 
1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
d. Gene Owes at Least $674,285.84 as of March 1. 2014 
As explained above in Part III.A.2.a, Conservator recalculated the amount due and owing 
under Gene's Nursing Home Contract while drawing every possible assumption in Gene's favor. 
As with Brian, Conservator did not begin applying default interest to Gene's outstanding balance 
until January 1, 2010, even though Gene defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract prior to that 
date. (Supp. Neighbors Deel. 111.) 
In applying the above facts and assumptions, Conservator determined that Gene's balance 
due and owing on his Nursing Home Contract as of March 1, 2014, is at least $674,285.84. (Id. 
110.) This Court should therefore enter summary judgment on Count 12 of the Amended 
Complaint in favor of Don for damages in that amount, plus default interest accruing from March 
1, 2014, at the rate of 1.5% per month, compounded monthly. 
B. This Court Should Invalidate the Payment Agreements Because Brian Lacked 
Actual and Apparent Authority to Bind Don to any such Obligations 
Don's Partial MSJ Motion asks this Court to grant summary judgment on Count IV of the 
Complaint. This Count seeks to invalidate five documents that Brian executed on March 2, 
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2009. Brian executed the documents purportedly on Don's behalf just days before Don revoked 
Brian's general power of attorney. They are: the (1) Settlement and Release Agreement in favor 
of Brian; (2) Compensation Agreement in favor of Brian; (3) Compensation Agreement in favor 
of Robynlee (Brian's wife); (4) Compensation Agreement in favor of Doug; and (5) 
Compensation Agreement in favor of Gene.4 (Don MSJ Deel. Exs. K-0.) Generally, these 
documents purport to require Don and his estate to pay each recipient and, if applicable, the 
recipient's surviving spouse, $3,000.00 for life, even if the recipient has stopped working for 
Don. As shown below, there is no issue of material fact suggesting that Brian had actual or 
apparent authority to bind Don to any of the Payment Agreements. 
I. Brian Did Not Have Actual Authority to Execute the Payment Agreements 
Plaintiff's MSJ Memorandum explained that Brian lacked actual authority to execute the 
2009 Payment Agreements because Don had consistently maintained that he would pay Brian, 
Gene, and Doug only so long as they worked for Don or his entities. (Pl.'s MSJ Mem. 11-13; 
Don MSJ Deel. '1['1[ 20-2 l.) As Brian and Robyn lee have admitted, Brian was not authorized to 
execute the 2009 Payment Agreements-instead he signed them "subject to approval by 
Plaintiff." (Brian & Robynlee Answer '1[ 65.) Consequently, Don was unaware of any of the 
2009 Payment Agreements until this litigation. (Don MSJ Deel. '1[ 22.) 
Additional deposition testimony indicates that Brian knew he was not authorized to bind 
Don to the 2009 Payment Agreements. Brian testified that he had formulated a "rough draft 
outline" plan of succession for Don, including the 2009 Payment Agreements, which Brian 
4 This Memorandum will refer to all of these agreements collectively as the "2009 Payment Agreements." Items 
(2) through (5), the Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian, Robynlee, Doug, and Gene, respectively, will also 
be referred to as "Compensation Agreements." 
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provided to Don for review in October 2008, just five months before Don revoked Brian's 
general power of attorney. (Brian Dep. 213: 18-214:4, 215:9-20.) Brian admitted that Don 
never executed or approved the 2009 Payment Agreements and never authorized Brian to sign 
them, but Brian did so anyway. (Id. 217:24-219:l l, 233:3-12.) Moreover, Brian stated that he 
was withdrawing any claims he might have to enforce them: 
Q: So, you're aware now that your father disapproved of [the 2009 Payment 
Agreements]? 
A: Yes. 
Q: And did I understand your testimony that you signed these agreements 
subject to your father's approval? 
A: Yes. 
Q: What does that mean to you? What do you understand that to mean? 
A: It means that if he decided and he didn't want to do this plan of succession 
and Robyn and I wouldn't be fulfilling the duties that were intended, that 
they would not be effective. 
Q: Well now that you know, are you withdrawing your claim to have the 
compensation agreement enforced? 
A With regard to the documents dated March 2, 2009, yes. 
(Brian Dep. 226:6-22 (emphasis added).) 
As further explained below, Brian also specifically conceded that each of the individual 
2009 Payment Agreements was subject to Don's approval and was, in fact, never approved by 
Don. 
a. Brian Lacked Actual Authority to Execute the 2009 Settlement and 
Release Agreement in Favor of Brian 
The 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement purports to require Don to pay Brian $3,000 
per month (with cost-of-living adjustments) to settle claims arising from an injury Brian 
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purportedly sustained while working for Don in 1988, approximately 21 years earlier. (Don MSJ 
Deel. Ex. K, at 1.) Brian claims the 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement updated a similar 
2003 agreement by adding a provision for cost-of-living increases. (Brian Dep. 213:6-15.) The 
2009 Settlement and Release Agreement also added that the payment stream would continue 
flowing to Brian's wife, Robynlee, for her life should she survive Brian. However, Brian 
admitted under oath that the agreement was executed subject to Don's approval. (Id. 213:6-15.) 
But Brian acknowledges that Don never approved it: 
Q: But I understand in '08 you gave him this form [2009 Settlement and 
Release Agreement]. It was not filled in or signed? 
A: Yes, correct. 
Q: And he never signed it? 
A: No, not-not as far as I know, right. 
Q: He never delivered it to you signed? 
A: No. 
Q: And then in March of 2009 you went ahead and signed it with the power 
of attorney? 
A: I went ahead and signed everything in plans that it would be approved by 
[Don] and we would move forward. By the end of March, before anything 
was done, he mailed me a letter that said he revoked my power of 
attorney. 
(Id. 218:23-219: 11.) This testimony is consistent with Brian and Robynlee's Answer, in which 
they admit that the 2009 Payment Agreements were executed subject to Don's approval. (Brian 
& Robynlee Answer «j[ 65.) There is no evidence to suggest that Don gave Brian actual authority 
to execute the 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement on Don's behalf. On that basis alone, 
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this Court should declare the 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement void under Count 4 of the 
First Amended Complaint. 
b. Brian Lacked Actual Authority to Execute the Compensation Agreements 
in Favor of Brian and Robynlee 
The Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian and Robynlee purport to require Don to 
pay Brian and Robynlee each $3,000.00 per month for their lifetimes, then for the lifetime of the 
surviving spouse, apparently as a retirement plan. (Don MSJ Deel. Exs. Land N, at I.). Again, 
Brian and Robynlee admitted in their Answer that all of the 2009 Payment Agreements "were 
always subject to approval by Plaintiff." (Brian & Robynlee Answer'l[ 65.) In written discovery, 
Brian admitted that the Compensation Agreements were subject to Don's approval. (Supp. 
Wieland Deel. Ex. C, Admiss. Nos. 57, 58.) Brian also stated as much during his deposition: 
Q: How did this document [Brian's Compensation Agreement] come about? 
A: I executed it in anticipation that my father would approve the plan of 
succession. 
Q: And your father never did approve that; did he? 
A: He never disapproved it either. 
(Brian Dep. 222:9-14.) 
During his deposition, Brian further stated that the Compensation Agreements in favor of 
himself and Robynlee were intended only to compensate them for future work duties they would 
undertake for Don if he approved the above-mentioned "plan of succession," but those duties 
never materialized. (Id. 216:4-8, 231:4-16.) Brian testified specifically that Don had not 
approved a new "plan of succession" that would impose additional duties on Robynlee and, 
therefore, her Compensation Agreement is void: 
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Q: And if I understand correctly, then, it's your testimony that [Robynlee's 
Compensation Agreement] was to be compensation for additional duties 
that Robyn would undertake if the estate plan that you presented to your 
father had been implemented? 
A: If the plan of succession that I had given my father were implemented, 
yes. 
Q: And it's your testimony that it was never implemented? 
A: That is correct. So this would be null and void, I guess, or however you 
word it. 
Q: Ineffective? 
A: Ineffective, yeah. 
(Id. 231:4-16.) Accordingly, there is no evidence that Don actually authorized the 
Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian or Robynlee. This Court should enter summary 
judgment in favor of Don on Count 4 of the First Amended Complaint and declare void the 
Compensation Agreements in favor of Brian and in favor of Robynlee. 
c. Brian Lacked Actual Authority to Execute Doug and Gene's 
Compensation Agreements 
Brian testified that the Compensation Agreements he executed purportedly on Don's 
behalf and in favor of Doug and Gene were also a part of the "plan of succession," as an informal 
retirement plan, that continued the $3,000.00/month payments that Brian was making to each of 
Doug and Gene from Don's estate. (Brian Dep. 232:11-20, 233:22-234:7; Don MSJ Deel. Exs. 
Mand 0, at l.) However, Brian admitted that Don never agreed to continue those payments if 
Doug and Gene ceased working for Don or his entities: 
Q: Did [Don] instruct you to implement that plan of succession? 
A: He never said anything one way or the other regarding it when I asked him 
about it. 
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Q: So he never said "yes" and he never said "no"? 
A: Correct. 
Q: So, is it correct or true, then, that your father never approved of these 
documents [Doug's and Gene's Compensation Agreements]? 
A: As far as I know, that would be correct. 
(Id. 233:3-12.) Brian asked Don to approve the Compensation Agreements for Doug and Gene, 
and Don never granted his approval for either one; therefore, there can be no actual authority to 
enforce either Compensation Agreement. 
2. Brian Lo.eked Apparent Authority to Execute the Compensation Agreements 
a. Governing Law 
When an agent enters into an agreement on behalf of a principal, an unauthorized 
agreement with a third party can still be binding on the principal if the agent had apparent 
authority. Vreeken v. Lockwood Eng'g, B. V., 148 Idaho 89,109,218 P.3d 1150, 1170 (2009). 
So, despite the fact that Brian lacked actual authority to bind Don to any of the Compensation 
Agreements with Robynlee, Doug, or Gene, the question remains whether he had apparent 
authority to do so. The evidence on record overwhelmingly demonstrates that none of Robynlee, 
Doug, or Gene even knew about their respective Compensation Agreements until long after Don 
had notified them that he revoked Brian's general power of attorney in March 2009. Therefore, 
neither Robynlee, Doug, nor Gene could have reasonably believed that Brian was authorized to 
execute those documents after learning that Brian's power of attorney had been revoked. 
"Apparent authority occurs when a principal by words or actions voluntarily places an 
agent in such a position that an ordinary person of business prudence would believe the agent is 
acting pursuant to existing authority." Huyett v. Idaho State Univ., 140 Idaho 904, 908, 104 P.3d 
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946, 950 (2004); see also Restatement (Third) of Agency § 2.03 (2006) (stating that apparent 
authority exists "when a third party reasonably believes the actor has authority to act on behalf of 
the principal and that belief is traceable to the principal's manifestations"). Apparent authority 
"cannot be created by the acts or statements of the agent alone." Idaho Title Co. v. Am. States 
Ins. Co., 96 Idaho 465,468,531 P.2d 227,230 (1975). Therefore, "[a] court may make a finding 
of apparent authority to protect third parties but only where the third party was not on notice of 
the scope of the agent's actual authority." Huyett, 140 Idaho at 908, 104 P.3d at 950. Since the 
third party cannot simply assume the agent has authority, the circumstances may impose a duty 
to investigate: 
One must use reasonable diligence to ascertain the agent's authority. Reasonable 
diligence encompasses a duty to inquire with the principal about the agent's 
authority. If no inquiry is made, the third party is chargeable with knowing what 
kind of authority the agent actually had, if any, and the fault cannot be thrown on 
the principal who never authorized the act or contract. 
Podolan v. Idaho Legal Aid Servs., 123 Idaho 937, 944, 854 P.2d 280, 287 (Ct. App. 1993) 
(quotations and citations omitted). 
The third party also cannot rely on events that happened after the contract was 
executed-the only events and circumstances that are relevant are the ones existing before or 
contemporaneously with the third party entering the contract. Hilt v. Draper, 122 Idaho 612, 
618,836 P.2d 558,564 (Ct. App. 1992). But here, the purported third parties (Robynlee, Doug, 
and Gene) never signed or "entered into" the so-called "agreements." The so-called 
"agreements" are not enforceable against Don because Robynlee, Doug, and Gene did not accept 
the Compensation Agreements' terms or even know the Compensation Agreements existed until 
after learning that Brian had lost his position as Don's agent with a general power of attorney. 
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b. Brian Did Not Have Apparent Authority to Bind Don to the Compensation 
Agreements in favor Robynlee. Doug, or Gene 
Don instructed his Utah attorneys in March 2009 to inform his children that Brian was no 
longer Don's attorney-in-fact. (Don MSJ Deel. <JI 24.) Brian testified that Robynlee, Doug, and 
Gene did not even know their Compensation Agreements existed until long after March 2009, by 
which time they knew Brian had lost all authority to act as Don's attorney-in-fact: 
Q: Is it your testimony that at the time you signed [Brian's Compensation 
Agreement], you did not know that your power of attorney was about to be 
revoked? 
A: That is correct. And Robynlee, Gene, and Doug were not aware that those 
documents were executed until sometime after I received notice of 
revocation. 
Q: So, you did not discuss or talk to Robynlee, Gene, or Doug about the 
[Compensation Agreements] that you signed on their behalf prior to the 
time you signed the documents? 
A: I did not sign it on their behalf. And no, they did-they were unaware of 
the documents. 
Q: Okay, perhaps I misspoke. I should say, for their benefit? 
A: Yes, they were unaware of the document being executed. 
Q: Do you know when they first became aware that those documents had 
been executed? 
A: I believe I showed it to Gene and George sometime in the-during the 
summer of 2009 because they existed, even though nothing had ever been 
paid on them. 
(Brian Dep. 225:4-226: 1.) Robynlee, Doug, and Gene all knew Brian had no authority to act for 
Don in any capacity by the time they learned of their respective Compensation Agreements. 
Therefore, they were at least on notice that the agreements were unauthorized and, thus, cannot 
now claim that Brian had apparent authority. 
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As discussed below, additional evidence in the record, specifically relating to Gene and 
Doug, demonstrates why Brian lacked apparent authority to execute their Compensation 
Agreements. 
c. Brian Did Not Have Apparent Authority to Execute Doug's Compensation 
Agreement 
Doug did not learn of his alleged Compensation Agreement until at least seventeen 
months after Don notified his children in writing that he revoked Brian's power of attorney. 
During his deposition, Doug testified that Don had supposedly promised Doug that Don would 
pay Doug $3,000.00 per month for life. Doug, however, further stated that Don only made this 
alleged promise one time, which was during an argument between them over eight years earlier, 
on September 30, 2000. (Supp. Wieland Deel. Ex. D ("Doug Dep."), 156:25-158:5.) Don's 
counsel then asked Doug if anyone else was present for the alleged argument between Doug and 
Don: 
A: No. And then I heard about [Doug's Compensation Agreement] from 
Brian off and on over the next few years, but I had never seen [Doug's 
Compensation Agreement] until approximately October 2010. 
Q: So, is it your testimony that the first time you laid eyes on [Doug's 
Compensation Agreement] was in October of 2010? 
A: Is that when I first come and talked to you about this? 
MR. DINIUS [Doug's counsel]: 
Give or take. 
A: Give or take. 
(Doug Dep. 158:3-12.) Doug went on to say that he might have heard about Doug's 
Compensation Agreement from Brian as early as August 2010. (Id. 159:3-25.) 
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Even assuming that Doug first heard of his Compensation Agreement in August 2010, it 
was not reasonable for him to think Brian had authority to execute the document at that point. 
There can be apparent authority "only where the third party was not on notice of the scope of the 
agent's actual authority." Huyett, 140 Idaho at 908, 104 P.3d at 950. Don had notified all of his 
children in March 2009 that he revoked Brian's power of attorney, so by August 2010, 
approximately a year and a half later, it should have been obvious to Doug that Brian's purported 
exercise of the power of attorney was questionable at best. (Don MSJ Deel. 'II 24.) At a 
minimum, Doug should have inquired with Don in August 2010 (or later) to determine whether 
Brian still had authority to bind Don to such an agreement. See Hausam v. Schnabl, 126 Idaho 
569,573,887 P.2d 1076, 1080 (Ct. App. 1994) ("Reasonable diligence encompasses a duty to 
inquire with the principal about the agent's authority."). 
It is irrelevant that Don allegedly said in 2000 he would pay Doug for the rest of his life. 
Even if Don made such a promise, doing so would not convey apparent authority to Brian to 
5 
execute such an agreement te,z years later. 
According to Doug, the alleged conversation in September 2000 is the only time Don 
said he would make perpetual monthly payments to Doug. (Doug Dep. 170: 18-20.) During the 
decade between the alleged September 2000 conversation and the moment in August 2010 when 
Doug learned about his Compensation Agreement, Doug encountered Don exactly twice. Doug 
5 
Don squarely denies ever suggesting to Doug that Doug could expect to receive $3,000.00 per month for life even 
ifhe no longer worked for Don. (Id. 'l! 20; Don Deel. Opp. Doug's MSJ. Oct. 15, 2013, fl[ 6-7.) Such an oral 
promise, even if Don had made it, would not be enforceable a decade later because it lacks of consideration and 
would violate the statute of frauds. See Doughty 11. Idaho Frozen Foods Corp., 112 Idaho 791,794,736 P.2d 460, 
463 (Ct. App. 1987) (distinguishing between genuine and "illusory" consideration necessary to support a mutual 
agreement); LC.§ 9-505(1) (stating that "[a]n agreement that by its terms is not to be performed within a year from 
the making thereof' must be in writing). 
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saw Don once for fifteen minutes roughly three or four years after the September 2000 argument, 
during which time they did not speak, and again in 2004 in Las Vegas, when Don refused to 
speak about his business relationship with Doug. (Id. 169: 16-170: 17.) See Nelson v. Anderson 
Lumber Co., 140 Idaho 702, 708, 99 P.3d 1092, 1098 (Ct. App. 2004) (holding that there was not 
apparent authority where the third party had no direct contact with the principal). Thus, when 
Doug discovered his Compensation Agreement, he had not even spoken to his father at all for 
over six years. If Doug was not even on speaking terms with his father, it is unreasonable for 
him to now claim Don imbued Brian with perpetual authority to bind Don to agreements that 
require Don to pay Doug and his wife $3,000.00 every month for as long as they live. 
d. Brian Did Not Have Apparent Authority to Execute Gene's Compensation 
Agreement 
Gene cannot offer any evidence to suggest that he reasonably believed Brian had 
apparent authority to execute Gene's Compensation Agreement. Gene testified that that he has 
no idea whether Don intended for Brian to execute Gene's Compensation Agreement: 
Q: Did you ever discuss this agreement with your dad? 
A: No. 
Q: Did you ever discuss this agreement with anyone else? 
A: This particular written document? 
Q: Yes. 
A: No. 
Q: Did you ever discuss this document with Brian? 
A: Not that I recall. 
Q: Do you know whether your dad actually approved of Brian signing this 
document on behalf of your dad? 
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A: I don't know. 
(Gene Dep. 63:9-21.) Gene went on to say that, for now, he is not even bothering to make a 
claim under his alleged Compensation Agreement because he does not "think it would do any 
good." (Id. 65:8-15.) 
There is no material issue of fact suggesting that it was reasonable for Robynlee, Doug, 
or Gene to believe that Brian had authority to bind Don at the point when any of those three 
people learned of their respective Compensation Agreements. This Court should therefore grant 
summary judgment to Don on Count 4 of the First Amended Complaint and declare void the 
purported Compensation Agreements in favor of Robynlee, Doug, and Gene. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
In light of the above, Doug, Brian, and Gene all either concede or cannot dispute that 
they have defaulted on their Nursing Home Contracts and, further, owe as damages the minimum 
amounts calculated by Conservator. Further, none of Brian, Robynlee, Doug, or Gene can 
enforce their 2009 Payment Agreements because Don never authorized Brian to sign them, 
refused to adopt them when Brian presented them, and timely notified Robynlee, Doug, and 
Gene that Brian lacked authority to act on Don's behalf. This Court should grant the Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
DATED THIS 7-t"'- day of April, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By Sterk~ IB~7' 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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· 10:08:47 1 MR.DINIUS: ·Becauselhaven'tseenanyaudio 10:10:51 1 
10: 08: 50 2 recordings. 10: 11: 03 2 
. 10:08:51 3 MR.CLARK:·I'dhavetolook. Iknowwehave 10:11:05 3 
10:08:51 4 anaudio. Wehad. 10:11:09 4 
10:08:54 5 MR.DINIUS: Okay,fairenough. 10:11:12 5 
10: 08: 54 6 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) How many audio recordings did 10: 11: 14 6 
10: 08: 56 7 you make ofconv:ersations between you and Brian? 10: 11: 15 1 
10: 09: 02 s MR. CLARK: Was that a "yes"? 10: 11: 15 s 
10:09:03 9 MR.DINIUS: That'swhathe'stellingme. So, 10:11:17 9 
10: 09: 03 10 I'll trust that. 10: 11: 17 10 
10:09:0511 MR.CLARK: Okay; 10:,11:1811 
10:09:0512 MR. THARP: Fortherecord,Ireceivedan 10:11:1912 
: 1 O : 0 9 : 0 8 13 audio recording too, I haven't listened to it, but it 1 O : 11 : 2 o 13 
10: 09: 1114 may well be what you guys are talking about. 10: 11: 30 14 
10:09:1215 MR.CLARK: Okay. 10:11:3415 
10: 09: 12 16 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) How many conversations 10: 11: 39 16 
10: 09: 14 11 between you and Brian did you audio record? 10: 11: 45 11 
10:09:161s A. One. '10:ll:471s 
10:09:1719 Q. Justthatone? 10:11:54 19 
: 10: 09: 24 20 A. (Witness nodding head.) 10: 12: oo 20 
10: 09: 24 21 THE COURT REPORTER: Is that a "yes"? You 10: 12: 0121 
; 10: 09: 24 22 nodded. 10: 12: 02 22 
10: 09: 29 23 THE WITNESS: Excuse me. I'm going to have to 10: 12: 03 23 
· 10: 09: 32 24 get this all straight what I'm answering to. 10: 12: 06 24 
10: 09: 37 2s Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) Just the one recording? 10: 12: 09 25 
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'10:09:38 I A. Yes. : 10:12:13 I 
1 o : 09 : 3 9 . 2 Q. What prompted you to record that particular 1 o : 12 : 19 2 
.• 10:09.:·42. 3 conversation? 10:12:27 3 
10:09:44 4 A. Oh,Ihadbeenhavingsomeproblemswithmoney 10:12:30 4 
' 10: 09: -n 5 not being in the bank when it was supposed to be. 10: 12: 38 s 
· 10: 09: so 6 Q. Okay. And do you recall when, what the date 10: 12: 40 6 
: 10: 09: 53 1 was that you made this audio recording? 10: 12: 43 1 
10:09:55 s A. No,ldon't. 10:12:47 s 
10:09.:56 9 Q. Okay. Doesthe--andl'mwithMr.Tharp. 10:12:51 9 
. 10: 10: 00 10 have not listened to.the recording. Does it indicate 10: 12: 54 10 
10: 10: Oi 11 ·the date and time?. 10: 12: 54 11 
.· 10:10:0612 A. l'msorry;~didn'thearyou. 10:12:5412 
10:10:0813 Q. Doesitindicatethedateandtimeonthe 10:12:5713 
10: 10: 10 14 recording itself? · 10: 13: Ol 14 
10: 10: 1115 A. No, not that I can recall. 10: 13: 05 15 
10,10:1316 Q. Okay. 10:13:0916 
10: 10: 15 11 A. It might have done, but I don't recall that it 10: 13: 10 11 
10:10:1818 did. 10:13:1218 
10: 10: 24 19 Q. Did you tell Brian you were recording it? 10: 13: 15 19 
1 o : 1 o : 2 7 20 A. I don't remember whether! did or not. 1 o : 13 : 18 20 
10,10:2921 Q. Okay. 10:13:1921 
10: 10: 30 22 MR. RICHARDS: For the record, Kevin, it was 10: 13: 24 22 
10: 10: 33 23 disclosed with the-- it was called "donw_prod08", 10: 13: 26 23 
1 o : 1 o : 4 2 24 production 8. And that was in the large production in 1 o : 13 : 3 O 24 
10:10:4525 Septembetof2012. 10:13:3625 
MR. DINIUS: Okay. 
Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) Did you at any point ever 
have any conversations with any of your sons about their 




Q. Not with Gene? 
A. No. 
Q. Not with Brian? 
A. No. 
Q. And not with Doug? 
A. No. 
Q. Did Brian at any point, and let's go after the 
sale of the ranch, tell you that he was continuing to 
pay Gene and Doug? 
A. I don't recall whether he did or not. 
Q. Okay. During that time period from 2001 
through 2009 did you have access to your bank 
statements, bank accounts? 
A. No. 
Q. None whatsoever? 
A. Only the one that was my personal account 
that -- but everything else Brian had. 
Q. Okay. Did you ever during that time, again 
Page 119 
'01 to '09, ask Brian for account statements? 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. When you asked Brian to do something, did he 
generally get it done? 
A. I don't remember whether he did or not. 
Q. Well, yesterday we talked, and the reason I 
asked that is yesterday you mentioned something along 
the lines of when you needed money Brian was always 
pretty good at getting that part done, coming up with 
it, getting you the funds you needed . 
A. Yes, that's right. 
Q. And so, my question goes a little bit beyond 
the money issue, is if you asked him to take care of 
some particular aspect of your business or personal life 
that you needed done, was he generally pretty good at 
getting that done for you? 
A. I don't remember ever doing it, but --
Q. Well, and that's a fair response. Did you 
rely on Brian to take care of your personal affairs? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Okay. And did he do that as you requested? 
A. Well, I don't think it was as I requested 
because otherwise we wouldn't have been in the mixup 
we're in now. 
Q. Meaning you think Brian made some mistakes 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF WITNESS 
2 I, ARTffiJR DONALD WATKINS, being first duly 
3 sworn, depose and say: 
4 That I am the witness named in the foregoing 
5 deposition, Volume II, consisting of pages 71 through 
6 146; that I have read said deposition and know the 
1 contents thereof; that the questions contained therein 
s were propounded to me; and that the answers contained 
9 therein are true and correct, except for any changes 






DATED this __ day of ___ ~ 20_ 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS 
16 
11 SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this __ day 
1s of 20_ 








NOTARY PUBLIC FOR _______ _ 
RESIDING AT _________ _ 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES------
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I ERRATA SHEET FOR AR THUR DONALD WATKINS - VOLUME II 
2 Page_ Line_ Reason for Change ____ _ 
Reads _______________ _ 
3 Should Read _____________ _ 
4 
Page_ Line_ Reason for Change ____ _ 
5 Reads _______________ _ 
Should Read _____________ _ 
6 
7 Page_ Line _ Reason for Change ____ _ 
Reads _______________ _ 
8 Should Read _____________ _ 
9 
Page_ Line_ Reason for Change ____ _ 
IO Reads _______________ _ 
Should Read _____________ _ 
11 
12 Page_ Line_ Reason for Change ____ _ 
Reads ________________ _ 
13 Should Read _____________ _ 
14 
Page_ Line_ Reason for Change-----
15 Reads _______________ _ 
Sh,ould Read _____________ _ 
16 
17 Page_ Line _ Reason for Change -----
Reads _______________ _ 
18 Should Read _____________ _ 
19 
Page_ Line _ Reason for Change-----
20 Reads _______________ _ 
Should Read _____ ~--------
21 
22 Page_ Line _ Reason for Change ____ _ 
Reads _______________ _ 
23 Should Read _____________ _ 
24 You may use another sheet if you need more room. 
25 WITNESS SIGNATURE-----------
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1 REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
2 I, SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, Certified Shorthand 
3 Reporter, certify: That the foregoing proceedings were 
4 taken before me at the time and place therein set forth, 
5 at which time the witness was put under oath by me; 
6 That the testimony and all objections made were 
1 recorded stenographically by me and transcribed by me or 
8 under my direction; 
9 That the foregoing is a true and correct record 
w of all testimony given, to the best of my ability; 
11 • I further certify that I am not a relative or 
12 employee of any attorney or party, nor am I financially 








IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I set my hand and seal this 
18th day of November, 2013. 
21 SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, RPR, CRR 
22 Notary Public 
23 P.O. Box 2636 
24 Boise, Idaho 83701-2636 
25 My commission expires January 17, 2016 
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THE WITNESS: Excuse me. My fingers are cold. 1 o : 31: 3 6 1 
Page 48 
Q. And do you know why the decision was made to 
put that real property into the LLC? Anyway, we -- we went up and we were -- the 10: 31: 39 2 
little cabin that we had, there was no running water or 1 o : 31: 4 3 3 A. Yes, because Brian called me and told me we 
had a sale for it, which was at a good price. And so, I 
told him, "Okay, let's sell it." 
toiletries or anything in it. And so, we decided we 1 o : 31: 4 6 4 
were going to enlarge it and clear that up. And so, we 1 o : 31: 5 5 5 
did. And then -- and then Brian and Doug a lot of times 1 o : 31 : 5 8 6 He called the next day and said, "Well, Dad, 
would come up and help me with whatever we was doing 10: 32: 02 7 let's put that in an LLC so we can give it to the kids 
because you don't need it. You've got $2 million in the 
bank. And that way we can give something to the kids" 
and he says, "You can keep" -- I think it was 8 percent 
or something like that. Anyway, it was a small amount. 
there to get that going. 10: 32: 07 8 
MR. THARP: Could you say that again? I 10: 32: 11 9 
couldn't hear you. I apologize. 10: 32: 16 10 
THE WITNESS: What was that? 10: 32: 20 11 
MR. THARP: Or maybe the Court Reporter could 1 o : 3 2 : 2 7 12 
read it back. 10: 32: 29 13 
Q. Okay. When did Brian tell you that or when 
did that conversation take place? 
MR. CLARK: He didn't hear what you said about 1 o : 3 2 : 3 2 14 A. The day after I told him to sell it. I can't 
tell you the dates or anything. I don't remember. BearValley. 10:32:3715 
THE WITNESS: Oh,l'msorry. 10:32:3916 Q. Okay. Why did you tell him to sell it? 
MR. THARP: That's all right. 10: 32: 4 7 11 A. It was over $3 million and I paid $500,000 and 
THE WITNESS: Oh. Well, whenever we were 1 o : 3 2 : 5 2 18 some odd dollars for it. Does that tell you why I told 
10: 29: 16 19 doing something up there I wasn't able to do it all 10: 32: 56 19 him to sell it? 
1 o : 2 9 : 21 20 myself and so I usually had the two boys come up there 10: 32: 57 20 Q. Fair enough. 
10: 29: 24 21 to help me. And I don't know, it just-- anyway, we 10: 32: 58 21 (Exhibit 30 marked.) 
10: 29: 34 22 rebuilt it. We put in a sewer system and we drilled a 10: 33: oo 22 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) I'm going to hand you what's 
10:29:42 23 well. 10: 33: 02 23 been marked as Exhibit No. 30 and ask you if you 
10: 29: 4 7 24 We had the well driller planning to come up 10: 33: 05 24 recognize that document? 
1 o : 2 9 : 5 2 25 and he was down on -- down on the river drilling them 1 o : 3 3 : 2 3 25 A. Yes, this was putting it in the LLC. 
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10: 29: 55 1 for the school. And he went 300 and some odd feet deep. 
10: 30: 01 2 And we decided well, hell, we're going to go anyway, so 
1 o : 3 o : o 8 3 we picked up another 200 feet of pipe and brought it up 
1 O : 3 o : 13 4 there so he could drill. And he started drilling at 
10: 30: 17 5 about 10:30 one morning and at 11:00 he was all done. 
10: 30: 22 6 At 12 feet he hit a -- ran into water, come up within 
1 o : 3 o : 2 7 7 6 feet of the top of the ground. And it was good water. 
10:30:30 8 Q. (BYMR. DINIUS) Well,good. 
1 o : 3 o : 31 9 A. And that was -- that was our big surprise that 
10: 30: 34 10 we had. But anyway, then we put a generator in. We put 
1 O : 3 O : 3 9 11 a water pump in and everything so that it was livable. 
1 o : 3 o : 4 7 12 In fact, we even put in a shower. And that's something 
10: 30: 57 13 that the cowboys up there hadn't ever had before. 
1 o : 31 : o o 14 Q. And it sounds like that's something that Brian 
10: 31: 03 15 and Doug helped you with? 
10: 31: 05 16 A. Oh, yeah. 
1 o: 31 : o 6 17 Q. So, back to Locust Grove. Did Doug while he 
1 O: 31 : 1 O 18 was running the farm at Locust Grove, did he involve you 
10: 31: 12 19 in decisions that were made with respect to the farm? 
10: 31: 16 20 A. Oh, probably. I don't know. 
10: 31: 19 21 Q. You don't recall? 
10: 31: 21 22 A. I don't recall, no. 
10: 31: 23 23 Q. Okay. At some point Locust Grove, that real 
10: 31: 29 24 property was put into ADW, LLC; do you recall that? 
10: 31: 36 25 A. Yeah. Yeah. 
Page 49 
10: 33: 25 1 Q. Okay. And that looks like -- is that your 
10: 33: 28 2 signature that appears there? 
10: 33: 29 3 A. Yeah, I think so. 
10: 33: 31 4 Q. On December 24, 2002? Does that sound about 
10: 33: 37 5 right? 
10: 33: 38 6 A. That's what it says. 
1 O : 3 3 : 3 9 7 Q. Okay. Did you talk to anyone other than Brian 
1 O : 3 3 : 4 2 8 about putting the Locust Grove real property into ADW, 
10: 33 :48 9 LLC? 
10:33:4910 A. No. 
10:33:50 11 Q. Didyouhaveany--
10: 33: 5112 A. Oh, yeah, I talked with my wife. 
10: 33: 53 13 Q. And who would--
10: 33: 54 14 A. That was Florence. 
10:33:5715 Q. In2002? 
10: 33: 59 16 A. Was it 2002? 
1 O : 3 4 : O O 17 Q. Well, if you'll look at the document there. 
10:34:0318 A. Oh. Yeah,no,shewasdeadandgone. 
10: 34: 12 19 December 24, 2002. (Reviewing document.) 
10: 34: 50 20 MR. THARP: Is that Exhibit No. 30? 
10: 34: 54 21 MR. DINIUS: Yes. 
10: 34: 56 22 MR. THARP: Thank you. 
10: 34: 57 23 Q. (BY MR. DINIUS) And maybe I can help you out 
1 O : 3 4 : 5 9 24 a little bit. What I'm trying to understand is, I mean, 
1 O : 3 5 : o o 25 you've already indicated you talked to Brian about 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
I, SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, Certified Shorthand 
Reporter, certify: That the foregoing proceedings were 
taken before me at the time and place therein set forth, 
at which time .the witness was put under o_ath by me; 
That the testimony aild all objections made were 
recorded stenographically by me and transcribed by me or 
under my direction; 
That the foregoing is a true and correct record 
of all testimony given, to the best of my ability; 
I further certify that I am not a relative or 
employee of any attorney or party, nor am I financially 
interested in the action. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I set my hand and seal this 
18th day of.N<ivembet; 2013. -
SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, RPR, CRR 
Notary Public 
P.O. Box 2636 
Boise, Idaho 83701-2636 
My commission expires January 17, 2016 
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1 c~n be back to work and help him do what he needs to do 
2 to keep me going, and we'll worry about it later. 
3 Q. And that was okay with you? 
4 A. Yeah. 
5 Q. And if you look at the Bates numbered 
6 page 23665, do you see at the top where it says -- and 
7 that's one of the check vouchers. It says: "4/30/99, 
8 Bill No. 99-402, $4,000." And then: "5/14/99, Check 
9 No. 2098 applied to bill No. 99-402, minus $2,000." 
IO A. Right. 
II Q. Would that be one of those types of 
12 situations? 
13 A. Yes. 
14 Q. Okay. 
15 A. I would say so. 
16 Q. All right. So, in these instances when they 
17 gave you a check for an even amount of money, it was 
18 just to be applied to the bill rather than -- it wasn't 
19 the bill itself? 
20 A. Correct. Yes. 
21 Q. Now you get to go to the book. And if you 
22 would, open that big book to Exhibit No. 48. 
23 A. (Witness complied.) 
24 MR. CLARK: And I did not make copies of 
25 Exhibit No. 48 because it's already marked. And you 
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I didn't bring your book? 
2 MR. THARP: And I didn't bring mine with me. 
3 I can look over his shoulder. 
4 MR. CLARK: I've got one that you and Kevin 
5 can share. 
6 MR. RICHARDS: What is it? 
7 MR. CLARK: Exhibit No. 48. It's invoices. 
8 (Discussion held off the record.) 
9 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Ready? 
10 A. Yeah. 
II Q. Have you had a chance to look at them? 
12 A. (Reviewing documents.) 
l3 (Discussion held off the record.) 
14 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Okay, Mr. Watkins, you have 
15 before you what is marked as Exhibit No. 48; do you not? 
16 A. Yes. 
17 Q. Does that appear to be a series of invoices 
18 from Watkins Contracting Services, Inc.? 
19 A. It does. 
20 Q. Now, I notice that some of these invoices are 
21 for the amount of$1,000 dated December 31 of 1991, 
22 January 31 of 2000, February 29 of 2000, March 31 of 
23 2000, April 30 of 2000, May 31 of 2000, June 30 of 2000, 
24 July 31 of 2000, August 31 of 2000, September 30 of 
25 2000, October 31 of 2000, November 30 of 2000. What 
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I would these invoices have been for in the amount of 
2 $1,000 each? 
3 A. I don't recall. 
4 Q. And these are all made out to, the ones we've 
5 talked about, the $1,000 ones are made out to D Bar W; 
6 are they not? 
7 A. I believe so. 
8 Q. Who would you have submitted these invoices 
9 to? 
IO A. Ifl printed these, I would have submitted 
I I them to Brian. 
12 Q. Did anyone other than yourself prepare these 
13 invoices? 
14 A. I don't recall. Brian may have printed up 
15 some invoices when he came over to correlate with checks 
16 that he had issued when he came to help me get caught up 
17 on bookwork. 
18 Q. The invoices that were issued to Cattle, Inc., 
19 Exhibit No. 89, would those have been prepared by you or 
20 by Brian; do you know? 
21 A. Well, I am not sure. 
22 Q. Okay. 
23 A. I am going to -- I would say they look like 
24 mine from the aspect of the way that everything has been 
25 put in and the big caption on the heading, which is the 
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I way I had done all of my invoices. 
2 Q. Your invoices that you prepared had a big 
3 caption at the top? 
4 A. I do believe so. 
5 Q. In large font. Some of these have a smaller 
6 font; do they not? 
7 A. But Brian did come over and help me do some 
8 and I don't know ifhe used the same program that I did 
9 on some of these. I don't know. 
IO Q. There's one invoice that apparently does not 
11 have a Bates number on it. It's between 845 and 846. 
12 Do you see that? It's the next-to-the-last page. 
13 A. Okay. 
14 Q. That says: "Bill to Barritz Apartments, Brian 
15 Watkins." Do you see that? 
16 A. Yes. 
17 Q. Would that have been for work done on Barritz 
18 Apartments? 
19 A. Barritz Apartments, yes, Unit No. 43. 
20 Q. Okay. 
21 A. For a 3'0"-6'8" door. 
22 Q. And then this last page, there's an invoice 
23 billed to: "Florence R. Watkins Estate, in care ofBDW 
24 Services." 
25 A. Okay. 
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Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' Verified Answer to First 
Amended Complaint; Demand Foi: Jury Trial; and 
Counterclaim"? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. And then if you would tum to page 17. 
A. (Witness complied.) 
Q. And paragraph 65. Do you see there where it 
says: "In response to the allegations set forth in 
paragraph 88 of the Complaint, Defendants admit that 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins utilized his power of 
attorney to execute compensation agreements on behalf of 
Plaintiff. The terms of the agreements speak for 
themselves. Defendants deny the remaining allegations 
contained in paragraph 88 of the Complaint and further 
assert that at all times herein, Defendant Brian D. 
Watkins' exercise of the power of attorney was done at 
the direction and concurrence of the Plaintiff. The 
agreements drafted were always subject to approval by 
Plaintiff. Furthermore, to the extent a response to the 
legal conclusions contained therein is required, 
Defendants deny the same." 
Did I read that correctly? 
A. I think so. 
Q. Do you disagree that the agreements drafted 
were always subject to approval by Plaintiff? 
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'
. 1 A. That I don't know. 
2 Q. Okay. 
~, 3 A. I know that it coincided with what Dad told me 
-
·.· 4 on September 30, 2000. 
·.. 5 Q. Okay. 
6 A. That we were going to be compensated for the 
'
. . 7 rest of our life. 
.. 8 Q. Are you aware of any approval by your father 
9 after Exhibit No. 59 was, in fact, drafted? 
' 
10 A. I don't know. I never talked to him. 
. 11 Q. All right. As far as you know, the statements 






were made to you but it was prior to the creation of 
. this document, was it not, Exhibit No. 59? 
A. Yes, it was. 
i' , 1167 Q. And you're not aware of any approval by your dad after this document was created? 
, 18 A. I don't think so. 
i·, 19 Q. Okay. · 20 A. I haven't talked to him since. 






A. I have no clue. 
• Q. All right. Were you aware that Brian created 
, 24 this document and the others and sent them to your 





















































Q. Okay. And never got the approval? 
A. No. 
Q. One of the things that this document provides 
is that upon your death, payments continue then to your 
wife, to your widow if she survives you. Was that your 
understanding? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did your dad ever tell you that he would do 
that, continue the payments beyond your life? 
A. That was never brought up. 
, MR. CLARK: Let's talk about your affidavit in 
support of your motion for summary judgment. 
(Exhibit 91 marked.) 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Do you have Exhibit No. 91 
before you? 
A. I do. 
Q. Does that appear to be a document titled in 
the court caption of this case labeled "Affidavit of 
Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants' Motion For 
Summary Judgment"? 
A. It is. 
Q. And would you tum to page 6. 
A. (Witness complied.) Okay. 
Q. Does that appear to be your signature? 
A. It is. 
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Q. And attached to this document is Exhibit A; is 
that correct? 
A. It is. 
Q. And does that Exhibit A appear to be the 
compensation agreement that is marked Exhibit No. 59? 
A. It appears to be. 
Q. All right. And this is the compensation 
agreement that is the subject of your counterclaim; is 
that correct? 
A. I believe so. 
Q. In your affidavit, if you would, tum to 
page 2. 
A. (Witness complied.) 
Q. It begins with paragraph 2. You state that 
you began working full time for your father, Don 
Watkins, "in or about 1984." And then at paragraph 3, 
that you were "paid on an hourly basis by Don and would 
often work overtime." Paragraph 4: "That arrangement 
changed in or about September 1993, when I began 
receiving a salary of $3,000 per month, although I 
continued to work full time." 
Did I read that part correctly? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. Then you say, paragraph 5: "In about late 
Tl\Tr" 
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l ERRATASHEETFORARNOLDDOUGLAS WATKINS-VOLUME I 
2 Page_._ Line_ Reason for Change-----
Reads ,----,---------------3 ShouldRead ____________ _ 
4 
Page_ Line_ Reason for Change ____ _ 
5 Reads _______________ _ 
Should Read ____________ _ 
6 
7 Page_ Line_ Reason for Change ____ _ 
Reads _______________ _ 
8 Should Read ____________ _ 
9 
Page_ Line_ Reason for Change ____ _ 
10 Reads _______________ _ 
Should Read ____________ _ 
11 
12 Page_ Line_ Reason for Change-----
Reads _______________ _ 
13 ShouldRead ____________ _ 
14 
Page_ Line_ Reason for Change-----
15 Reads _______________ _ 
Should Read ____________ _ 
16 




Page_ Line_ Reason for Change-----
20 Reads _______________ _ 
Should Read ____________ _ 
21 
22 Page_ Line_ Reason for Change-----
Reads ,--,----,---------------
23 Should Read-----,---=----,-------
24 You may use another sheet if you need more room. 
25 WITNESS SIGNATURE __________ _ 
REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
Page 183 
2 I, SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, Certified Shorthand 
3 Reporter, certify: That the foregoing proceedings were 
4 taken before me at the time and place therein set forth, 
5 at which time the witness was put under oath by me; 
6 That the testimony and all objections made were 
7 recorded stenographically by me and transcribed by me or 
8 under my direction; 
9 That the foregoing is a true and correct record 
Io of all testimony given, to the best of my ability; 
11 I further certify that I am not a relative or 
12 employee of any attorney or party, nor am I financially 
13 interested in the action. 
14 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I set my hand and seal this 






21 SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, RPR, CRR 
22 Notary Public 
23 P.O. Box 2636 
24 Boise, Idaho 83701-2636 
25 My commission expires January 17, 2016 
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husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 






BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital ) 
community composed thereof, ) 
) 
Case No. CV QC 0921373 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF 
DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION 
TO DOUG & VIRGINIA'S MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO DOUG & 
VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 1 
44787. 0 1.6914779.1 
000806
J ~ ' f 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 










) _______________ ) 
) 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 













DE1'1ISE MCCLURE, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 7(d) and 56 and J.C.§ 9-1406, declares as 
follows: 
1. I have been retained by Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP to assist with 
tracing the assets of Arthur Donald Watkins. I have an M.B.A. from Indiana University, I am a 
Certified Public Accountant, a Certified Fraud Examiner, and the President of A verti Solutions, 
LLC in Boise, Idaho. I have over twenty years of experience as an accountant. 
2. I am an adult over the age of majority and I am of sound mind. 
3. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the Second Addendwn to my 
Expert Witness Report, dated March 11, 2014. I prepared this document after personally 
reviewing original accounting records produced by Defendant Brian D. Watkins, discovery 
documents, transactional docwnents, hank statements, and tax returns for Plaintiff and Defendant 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO DOUG & 
VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 2 
44787.00 1.6914779.1 
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Brian D. Watkins and their respective entities, along with other relevant materials. A full list of 
materials I reviewed in forming my opinions can be found in Schedule B thereo£ 
4. Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of a spreadsheet I created after 
reviewing Quickbook records provided to me entitled "Payments to Doug Watkins from Don 
Watkins' Bank Accounts January 1999 - March 2009" (the "Doug Payment Spreadsheet"). 
The records I relied upon in generating this spreadsheet comprise bank records and canceled 
checks I received as part of the discovery process, and Quickbooks records I received from Brian 
during the discovery process. I also incorporated data from tax returns and Forms W-2 for 
Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug"). 
5. The Doug Payment Spreadsheet shows payments made to Doug or for his benefit 
from bank accounts belonging to Don. I arranged payment amounts by month and year and 
categorized them as follows: 
a. Even Amt. -These are payments to Doug or, his business, Watkins 
Contracting Services in even-dollar amounts. 
b. Payroll - These are amounts paid to Arnold Douglas Watkins for 
"payroll" as reported in Quickbooks. I compared the Quickbooks gross 
pay entries for Doug to his relevant Forms W-2 and/or wages reported in 
Doug's tax return in order to check the accuracy of these figures. 
c. Truck Pmt. - The memo line of certain canceled checks and Quickbooks 
referenced "Truck payment" as the purpose for a payment. It is believed 
these payments were applied toward a pick-up truck provided to Doug 
with funds from Don and/or his business entities. 
SUPPLEMENT AL DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO DOUG & 




d. Other - These are payments that do not fit in another category. They 
include a variety of other stated payment purposes in the canceled check 
memo line and/or Quickbooks records. 
6. The payments to Doug and Watkins Contracting Services came :from one of the 
three following bank accounts: 
a. Wells Fargo account ending in-1381, in the name of Don's business 
entity, Access Mini Storage ofNampa. The great majority of :funds that 
benefited Doug came out of this account: $451,598.57. These payments 
were not related to the ordinary business operations of Access Mini 
Storage of Nampa. 
b. Wells Fargo account ending in-4170, in the name of Don's business 
entities, D Bar W and/or Barritz Apartments. Doug benefited from 
$93,558.01 that came from this account. 
c. Zions Bank account ending in -4324, belonging to Don. Doug benefited 
from $2,025.53 that came from this account. 
I declare under penalty of perjury punuant to the law of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
Date: 'f· 14 · Ii/ ------'----'------ Denise McClure 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSmON TO DOUG & 
VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 4 
447B7.0001.6914n9.1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~ 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on tbiL..2. di; of September, 2014, I caused to be served a 
true copy of the foregoing SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN 
OPPOSITION TO DOUG & VIRGINIA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT by the 
method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058-1863 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHH.LER & Sc1m .. LER, CHTD 
P.0.Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & AssocIA TES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: billctharp@gmail.com 
~Telecopy 541-29~6421 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
0 Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
0 E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
.JiH'elecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
0 E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
~elecopy 208-475-0101 
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF DENISE MCCLURE IN OPPOSITION TO DOUG & 
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Second Addendum to 
Expert Witness Report 
In the Matter of 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
vs. 
Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case No. CV-OC-0921373 
In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
The State of Idaho, In and For the County of Ada 
Prepared for: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
Prepared by: 
Denise McClure, CPA, CFE 
Averti Solutions, LLC 
1533 N. Milwaukee, #181 
Boise, ID 83714 
March 11, 2014 
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INTRODUCTION 
I was engaged by Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP to assist In evaluating the propriety of the handling of the 
Plaintiff's financial affairs by the Defendants and to assist In Identifying the extent of mismanagement of the 
Plaintiff's finances and/or misappropriation of the Plaintiffs assets. 
Data relied upon In support of my opinion contained herein Is as noted within each section and/or as listed In 
Schedule B of my original report, as amended by this addendum. 
In addition to documents referenced In this report, I may summarize Information contained In such documents In 
exhibit form to assist the explanation of my analysis and oplnlon(s) at trial. 
This addendum, the addendum dated September 10, 2013 and my report dated March 26, 2013 reflect my 
opinions to date In this matter. As additional Information or testimony becomes available, I may find It appropriate 
to revise or supplement my opinion, analyses and conclusions stated herein. I may also be called upon to provide 
testimony with regard to additional data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other parties 
and/or their witnesses. 
Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE March 11, 2014 
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Second Addendum to Expert Witness Report 
Opinions 
REVISION TO OPINION #1- INACCURATE. INCOMPLETE AND MISLEADING ACCOUNTING RECORDS 
I Identified 13 transactions totaling $173,327.60 in Don's accounting records that were deleted or re-characterized 
to Don's detriment; most of the transactions were to Brian's benefit. 
Several loans were made from Don's financial accounts to Brian and other family members during the time Brian 
held power of attorney. The 13 transactions listed below were modified one to eleven months after the 
transaction date. The transactions were changed to write off loans of Don's funds to Brian and one other family 
member, either by reclassifying them as Don's personal expense or by deleting the transaction from Don's 
accounting records. Over $158,000 of the write-offs and deletions reduced Brian's debt to Don; one $15,000 write-
off was for another family member. There is no evidence that Don was aware of these transfers and deletions, or 
that these transfers were legitimate offsets to other transactions. 
Date Orlclnatlnc Bank 
Date Amount Descrletion Modified Account 
02/03/04 $ 15,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 12/01/04 Access 
08/20/05 10,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off "to reimburse Alaska vacation" 11/04/05 Zlons-4324 
01/03/06 12,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 02/21/06 DBarW 
01/12/06 8,500.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 11/22/06 Access 
09/23/06 20,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 11/22/06 DBarW 
04/05/07 40,827.60 loan from Don to Brian written off (Note 1) 12/19/07 Access 
11/20/07 4,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 12/19/07 DBarW 
11/06/08 9,500.00 Transfer from Don to Brhrn, later deleted in Don's accounting records 03/30/09 Access 
01/27/06 9,000.00 Cash withdrawal recorded as loan to Brian, later written off 11/22/06 Zlons-1620 
02/06/08 10,000.00 Access income was recharacterlzed to look like Brian repaid Don 04/02/09 Access 
06/29/08 5,000.00 loan written off by making a Journal entry 06/29/08 N/A 
07/10/06 14~00.00 Brian repaid his company (BDWSI) $18,500 for a $4,000 loan to Don 11/05/08 Access & D Bar W 
158,327.60 
02/28/06 1s1000.oo Truck loan to David Watkins, written off 08/29/06 Zlons-4324 
~ 173~27.60 TOTAL 
Note 1: Brian cl aimed Don received more than his 4% share for the locust Grove sale.It appears to be true. Don received over 
$40,000 more than his 4% distribution. However, the excess $40,827.60 was transferred out of Don's account In April 
2007, about a year after the sale closed. The funds were transferred to Brian's personal account and recorded In his 
account1n1 records as paylnc Brian's daughter's surgery costs. 
March 11, 2014 Page 1 of 14 
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REVISED OPINION #5 - DISTRIBUTIONS 10 DON FROM TRUSTS WERE LESS THAN WHAT DON WAS ENTITLED TO 
In my opinion, Don was under paid $40,448 for the annual 5% distributions from Florence R. Watkins Husband's 
Trust ("FRWHT" or "Husband's Trust'') to which he was entitled. The accounting for the debt between Don and the 
Husband's Trust is inaccurate and unreliable. Transactions were deleted from the Husband's Trust accounting 
records for key transactions between Don and the Husband's Trust and there may have been "transfers'' from Don 
to Brian and/or Gene in the form of loan forgiveness or other ways which would be to the detriment of Don. 
This opinion involves four issues: 
1. Whether Don received the 5% principal distributions to which he was entitled 
2. Confusing and inaccurate accounting for loans between the Husband's Trust and Don 
3. Deletion of accounting detail in the Husband's Trust accounting records 
4. Whether the related party notes between Don and the Husband's Trust are reliable 
Don was entitled to receive all the annual net income from the Florence R. Watkins Exemption Trust ("FRWMET") 
and the Husband's Trust, as well as 5% of the principal from the Husband's Trust. 
Don executed three Promissory Notes to the Husband's Trust on December 10, 1997; the total of the three notes 
was $1,633,628. On December 17, 2002, Brian Informed an attorney that the Trustees had decided to forgive the 
debt remaining on these notes; the combined balance of the notes at that time was $1,581,588. 
Six months after Don revoked the power of attorney, and eight years after the notes were forgiven, two of the 
three notes and several of the trust principal payments to Don were deleted from the Husband's Trust Quickbooks 
file. These promissory notes were part of the Husband's Trust's principal, so deleting the data made It difficult to 
calculate the 5% distributions, and to determine whether Don received the distributions. The data In Don's 
Qulckbooks had not been deleted, and I was able to trace the distributions using Don's Quickbooks files and the 
Quickbooks audit trail report for the Husband's Trust. 
After adjusting the Husband's Trust corpus account for 1998 to 2001 for the notes that had been forgiven and 
deleted, I determined Don should have received $503,418 of principal for the years 1998 through 2008. He 
received only $462,970, an under payment of $40,448, as illustrated below: 
Calculated 5% Actual 
Di stri butlon Distribution 
1998 $ 95,250 $ 41,867 
1999 86,642 180,014 
2000 96,742 
2001 98,399 14,843 
2002 16,765 100,954 
2003 20,901 21,500 
2004 18,860 
2005 18,762 23,670 
2006 18,762 24,294 
2007 18,762 26,644 
2008 13~73 29,184 
$ 503,418 $ 452c9zo 
Underpayment $ 40,448 
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The $103,792 total distribution for years 2005-2008 was recorded in one transaction March 2009 rather than year 
by year. 
The distributions were not paid in cash; instead they were used to offset Don's debt. Prior to 2002, they offset the 
three Promissory Notes dated December 10, 1997 that were forgiven in 2002; from 2003 to 2008 they offset other 
loans from the Husband's Trust to Don. These later loans were accounted for In Don's books using the same 
account as was used for promissory note #3 that was forgiven in 2002. 
In addition to the principal distributions used to offset Don's debt to the Husband's Trust, cash payments totaling 
$154,342 were made from Don to the Husband's Trust from 2000 through 2008. 
The accounting for the loans from the Husband's Trust to Don should be a mirror image on each entity's set of 
books. In other words, the activity in the accounts on Don's books should be the mirror image of the Husband's 
Trust accounts. That was not the case, as illustrated below. The year end balance on Don's books should be the 
same as that of the Husband's Trust, but the two accounts differed by $10,000 to $88,000 for seven of 11 years. 
Note#3 
Don's FRWHT 
Books Books Difference 
12/31/98 48,102 73,244 (25,142} 
12/31/99 85,972 96,339 (10,367} 
12/31/00 88,906 {88,906} 
12/31/01 
12/31/02 
12/31/03 18,896 18,896 0 
12/31/04 51,583 51,583 (0) 
12/31/05 19,176 52,881 (33,705} 
12/31/06 76,922 110,627 (33,705) 
12/31/07 75,734 109,440 (33,706} 
12/31/08 {37,501} (3,795) (33,706} 
Some of the entries used to account for the notes in Don's Quickbooks files are questionable: 
1. On June 4, 2004 Don received $703,498.92 from the sale of the nursing home (see opinion #10). Of these 
funds, $32,336.04 was transferred to FRWHT as a loan repayment on Note #3 on March 9, 2004. Don's 
balance was only $10,836.04 at the time of this transaction, so Don overpaid his debt to FRWHT by 
$21,500.00. 
2. A transfer of funds dated January 1, 2006 of $56,120.15 was recorded as a loan to Don from the 
Husband's Trust. This entry was made on November 22, 2006, almost a year after the transaction date. 
There is no explanation or description In the Quickbooks files other than the FRWHT audit trail report 
which shows that $40,864.11 went to Brian and $15,256.04 went to Gene; the only description is 
"transfers". More Information is needed for this transaction, but it appears Brian and Gene may have 
benefitted at Don's expense. 
March 11, 2014 Page3of14 
000816
e 
REVISED OPINION #6; DON DID NOT RECEIVE THE LOCUST GROVE DISTRIBUTION TO WHICH HE WAS ENTmED 
In my opinion, Don did not receive or benefit from the 4% distribution he was entitled to from the sale of the 
Locust Grove ("LG") property. Don was shorted between $36,000 and $80,000. Brian received more cash than he 
was entitled to and Don received less. 
A distribution of $124,725 was reported on Don's ADW, LLC K-1 for 2006. A total of $166,000 was recorded in 
Don's accounting records as his LG distribution. However not all these funds were received by Don, nor were they 
used for his benefit. 
Brian testified during his December 2013 deposition that he believed it was permissible to transfer funds to his 
personal accounts for business transactions, and then make distributions from his personal accounts (111.328-329). 
He also admitted he did this with the LG funds. Thus, any funds remaining after Brian paid Don and his siblings 
remained in Brian's personal accounts or under his control. 
Brian tracked distributions to Don and his siblings, but not to himself. Since Brian paid each of his other siblings 
$500,000, the only issue Is how much Don received or benefitted from; any excess funds were in Brian's accounts. 
I performed a detailed analysis of the transactions flowing through Brian's accounts and the two Locust Grove 
related financial accounts (Zions-1620, ING-3564). I also performed a detailed analysis of the flow of funds for the 
$166,000 Brian recorded in Don's Quickbook's files as Don's distribution. 
From these analyses, I determined that Brian received excess cash from closing ($47,698), interest income, 
($53,448) and a portion of Don's distribution ($36,500 to $79,750}: 
1. Don received or benefitted from $65,000 to $88,000 of the $166,000 recorded in his accounting records 
as LG Distributions. 
2. Brian received between $631,100 and $654,300, depending on two different scenarios of the amount Don 
received or benefitted from. This represents an extra $131,100 to $154,300 that Brian received over and 
above the $500,000 distribution Brian claimed on his tax return. 
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REVISED OPINION #7: BRIAN APPROPRIATED CRESTVIEW APARTMENTS' ESCROW FUNDS 
In my opinion, Brian has failed to substantiate his claims that: 
1. RCC Co-tenants loaned Don $178,043.47 in 2007 and 2008, and 
2. Brian was due $41,372.67 for funds advanced to Crestview Apartments. 
Less than two (2) weeks after Don revoked Brian's power of attorney, Brian took $258,658 owed to Crestview 
Apartments (an Exemption Trust asset) resulting from the release of Crestview Apartment's mortgage escrow 
reserve upon satisfaction of the mortgage In April 2009. 
Brian admitted taking $231,793 of these funds and claimed he and RCC Co-tenants were owed these funds by Don 
and the Exemption Trust for loans and expense reimbursement. The records, however, do not substantiate Brian's 
claims. 
In December 2013, Brian testified that he transferred the reserve funds to his personal bank account to repay 







Repay $100,000.00 loan from RCC Co-tenants to Don 
Repay $78,043.47 loan from RCC Co-tenants to Don 
Total loan repayment 
Repay Brian for funds he advanced to Crestview 
Total taken by Brian 
Brian also agreed to provide documentation and support for these transactions. 
Brian's support for the loans to Don was an amortization schedule on which he states "Unable to locate original 
loan interest worksheet so I prepared this. I do not know why the interest calculation does not equal interest 
paid." (2013 Dec-193485- Defendant B. D. Watkins) The loans are dated November 5, 2008 ($100,000} and 
March 14, 2007 ($78,043.47) which corresponds to the accounting records. However the Interest calculation per 
Brian's spreadsheet is $2,062.77 more than Don's interest payment. 
I attempted to trace the funds flow for these loans from RCC Co-tenants to Don. The $78,043.47 loan represents 
the exact amount of the funds left in Brian's accounting records after the 2004 exchange of the nursing home for 
Country Square. There is no evidence in the bank records that these funds were transferred to any of Don's bank 
accounts. 
Regarding the $100,000 loan, $100,000.00 was deposited to Access on November 4, 2008 but there are no bank 
records substantiating the source of the funds, so I cannot confirm whether the funds were from RCC Co-tenants. 
Over $68,000 was immediately transferred out: $54,000 to Brian and $14,000 to FRWMET and FRWHT. Another 
$15,000 went to Don, $12,000 was distributed to Don's children and grandchildren and a small amount was used 
to pay Don's taxes. Only a small portion of the funds were used for Don's benefit. 
After his December 2013 deposition, Brian also provided documentation of the $41,372.67 repayment for funds he 
had advanced to Crestview: "Ledger Balance Detail as of April 13, 2009" (2013 Dec-193484- Defendant B. D. 
Watkins). The ledger he provided is substantially different from the Quickbooks files he originally produced for his 
personal accountln1 records. The Crestview Apartments Reimbursements account In his personal Quickbooks 
Indicates Brian was due only $12,478.38 at the time these funds were transferred, which represents an 
overpayment of $28,428.19. By Au1ust 20, 2009, the last entry in this account in his Quickbooks flies, Brian had 
March 11, 2014 Pages of14 
000818
been overpaid $68,311.43 for Crestview reimbursements. Brian has not provided any receipts or Invoices to 
substantiate these reimbursements. 
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REVISED OPINION #10: SHORTFALL OF PAYMENTS DUE TO DON 
This revised opinion replaces opinion #10 In my Addendum to Expert Witness Report dated March September 10, 
2013. 
Don's was shorted over $187,000 and the Husband's Trust was shorted $6,600 on a $700,000 payment received in 
June 2004 related to the nursing home sale. In addition, Brian needs to account for the $20,000 cash withdrawal 
and $98,127 of other distributed funds that are not traceable in the bank records. 
Correct Actual Over/(Under) 
DI strl buti on Distrl butlon Pa)!ment 
Don $ 272,714 $ 85,000 $ (187,714) 
FRWHT 118,021 111,403 (6,618) 
RMC 16,695 (16,695) 
Brian 5,000 5,000 
WWW 134,500 134,500 
WACO 161,569 161,569 
RVT 21,900 21,900 
RCCI 66,000 66,000 
Cash Withdrawal 20,000 20,000 
Unknown 981127 98,127 
Total $ 703,499 $ 703,499 $ 
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NEW OPINION #11- PURPORTED GIFJS 
Between $4.21 and $6.44 million of Don's assets was transferred from Don to his children between 1989 and 2006, 
which left him in a tenuous financial position. Brian daims he made "gifts" of Don's assets annually at the 
maximum gift tax exclusion limit until Don told him to stop doing so. Don claims did not approve any "gifts" after 
Florence's death in 1988. In addition, Don claims he made the gift involving the Locust Grove property ($3.096 
million) only because Brian misrepresented Don's financial position. Brian denies this claim. 
During an interview on March 5, 2014, Don stated that he and Florence gave gifts to their children and 
grandchildren in the form of promissory notes, but Don stopped this practice after Florence passed away in July 
1998. Don denied any knowledge of purported gifts to his children after Florence's death. Don claimed Brian never 
discussed the matter with him. 
Brian stated in his December 2013 deposition that: 
1. Don and Florence started making gifts In 1979. (111.292) 
2. Don gave gifts to Brian and his siblings annually: •the maximum amount allowed by federal law ... wlthout 
Incurring a tax consequence•. (111.289-91) Brian also stated that Don gave gifts to Rvr Development 
Corporation ("RVT"), which was solely owned by Brian and his siblings, and Rvr used the funds to remodel 
a motel. (1.50-52, IV.475-482) 
3. Brian applied Don's gifts first to forgive any personal debt, then to the nursing home personal property 
debt, then to the Real Estate Contracts. (111.289-291) 
4. Don told Brian to stop making gifts at some point prior to Don revoking the power of attorney. Brian's not 
sure when Don told him that but Brian stated It would be obvious from the Real Estate Contract 
amortization schedules. (111,292,294) 
Summary of Don's Purported Gifts to His Chlldren 
OneUmlt TwoUmlts 
Locust Grove 2002-2003 $ 3,096,000 $ 3,096,000 
Annual Gift Excluslon 2000-2006 456,000 1,368,000 
Annual Gift Exclusion 1989-1999 660,000 1,980,000 
Total Gifts 1989-2006 $4,212,000 $ 6,444,000 
Total Gifts 2000-2006 ~ 31ss21000 ~ 4,464,000 
One UmltvTwo Umlts: Doncouldglftuptotwoexcluslon limits each 
year. When Don was married (every year except 1989-1991), up to four 
limits could be gifted each year. 
The $378,000 purported gift to RVT and $55,200 to WWW are assumed to 
be Included In the annual exclusions. 
Analysis and Assumptions: 
In the books kept by Brian, payments or credits were recorded as gifts from Don to Brian and his siblings, and 
entities they owned or controlled, from 1986 until at least 2006. This is based on review of: the amortization 
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schedules for the Real Estate Contracts, the amortization schedules for the personal property notes for the 1984 
nursing home sale, Quickbooks files (1999-2009) and trial balance schedules from older accounting records 
(1990's). The older accounting records, though Incomplete, revealed a purported gift of $55,200 to WWW In 1993, 
and Brian testified that Don and Florence "gifted" Boise Aviation Fuel Co. to Brian and his slblinss In 1979. Thus, 
RVT was not the only entity owned or controlled by Brian and his siblings to receive "gifts" of Don's assets. 
Don was not aware that he supposedly authorized loans and/or purported to his children, RVT, WWW or other 
entities owned or controlled by Brian and his siblings after Florence's death. Don purportedly gifted a total of 
$378,000 to RVT over six years (2001-2006). 
Two of the gifts to RVT were $120,000 per year, which means Don made two gifts to each of the children at the 
maximum limit, which was then $10,000 per person per year. This would be allowable if either Don's spouse gifted 
to each of Don's children, or Don gifted to the spouse of each of his children. Don was married at that time, so 
either would have been possible without triggering tax consequences. In fact, a married couple can make up to 
four times the exclusion limit each year: one from each spouse to each child, and one from each spouse to each of 
the children's spouses. 
Brian stated in his deposition that he recorded gifts from Don In the form of loan forgiveness credits every year 
until Don told him to stop, presumably In 2006 after the last RVT "lift" was recorded In Don's accountin1 records. 
Brian did not state how many annual exclusion limits he was applying each year. There is evidence he applied two 
exclusion limits In 2000, 2001, and 2004. He could have done so for other years, but I did not Identify specific 
references to them In the accountin1 records. However, based on Brian's testimony, at least one, and possibly two, 
11ft exclusion limits were met each year from 1989, the year after Florence's death, throU1h at least 2006. 
In 2004, $66,000 was transferred to RCC Investments rRCCI"), an entity owned by Brian and his siblings. The 
annual exclusion limit for 2004 was $11,000. $66,000 was transferred to RCCI from the $703,498.92 Don received 
after the 2004 sale of the nursln1 home (see opinion #10). The accounting records do not specify this is a "gift", but 
It Is not recorded as a loan or a loan repayment, and there was no outstanding loan on Don's books with Rea at 
the time, so I am treating it as a gift In this analysis. 
Based on Brian's testimony and accounting records, whether Don was aware of it or not. Don purportedly gifted 
between $1,116,000 and $3,348,000 to his children between 1989 (the year after Florence died) and 2006. The 
lower end of the range represents one gift tax exclusion each year and the upper end ls two exclusions. 
Additionally, in 2002-2003, Don gifted 96% of the membership units of ADW, LLC to his children after transferring 
his Locust Grove property to ADW, LLC. When the property was sold in 2006, the value of this gift to his children 
was $3,096,000. 
Umltlng the gifting analysis to the years Brian acted as Don's agent and attorney in fact (2000 to 2006), Don 
purportedly gifted between $456,000 and $1,368,000 to his children, plus the ADW, LLC membership units which 
held the Locust Grove property. 
Impact of Purported Gifts on Don's Finances 
Brian testified In his deposition that RVT bought the Bruce Motel from Don In about 1993 for $135,000 because 
"Dad was in need of some money". (1.51 and IV.475) However, in the same year, Don purportedly sifted at least 
$55,200 to WWW. It does not seem reasonable that Don would borrow money from his children In order to make 
gifts to them. WWW later loaned money to Don In 1998, 2002 and 2003. 
Man:h 11, 2014 Page9of 14 
000822
• 
From 2001 to 2006, RVT borrowed over $400,000 from Don to remodel the motel, and Don in tum purportedly 
gifted $378,000 to RVT. After Brian and his siblings sold the motel for approximately $450,000 In 2008, RVT loaned 
Don $40,000 because "Dad needed money". (IV.477) The children paid Don $135,000 for the motel, remodeled it 
with $378,000 of purported gifts from Don, then sold it for $450,000. This venture cost Don $243,000 and the 
children made $315,000. 
By the end of 2008, Don's financial position was tenuous: 
1. Don had purportedly gifted between $4.21 million and $6.44 million to his children. 
2. Don owed his children and grandchildren approximately $220,000 on promissory notes that had been 
established before Florence's death. 
3. Don purportedly owed $445,000 to RVT, RCC Co-tenants, RCC Co-owners and other entities owned by his 
children. (This is based on Don's balance sheet as prepared by Brian, though some of this debt may not be 
valid as Is noted elsewhere in my reports.) 
4. Brian had written off at least $158,000 in loans from Don's assets to him, and $15,000 to other family 
members. (Opinion #1) 
5. Don had been shorted $44,000 of principal distributions from the Husband's Trust, between $36,000 and 
$80,000 of the distribution from the sale of the Locust Grove property, and almost $190,000 from the 
funds he loaned to the 2004 nursing home sale prior to the sale being finalized. (Opinions #5, 6, 10, 12) 
6. There was a $1,200 per month shortfall between the contractual payments on the Real Estate Contracts 
and the debt service on the Zions note. The monthly note payment was $11,094. 
7. According to Don, his two income-producing assets (Access Mini Storage and Barritz Court Apartments) 
had not been properly maintained and some of the apartment tenants were living rent-free. 
8. carolyn Pavloff did not receive the payments she was due from the Washington care Services note, most 
of which would have been paid to Don. (Opinion #4.) 
In short, the effect of Don having between $4.21 million and $6.44 million of his assets transferred to his children 
over 22 years left him In a tenuous financial position. Don denies that he approved any gifts after Florence's death 
In 1988 other than the Locust Grove property, and he believes that was done under false representations by Brian 
(Don's deposition 1.48) 
As additional information or testimony becomes available, I may find It appropriate to revise or supplement this 
opinion, and the analyses and conclusions stated herein. I may also be called upon to provide testimony with 
regard to additional data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other parties and/or their 
witnesses. 
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NEW OPINION #12 - REAL ESTATE CONTRACTS 
In Declaration of Denise McOure in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment dated October 9, 2013 
("Declaration"), I stated the balance of the Real Estate Contracts ("Contracts'') for Brian, Doug and Gene as of the 
default date and as of September 30, 2013. 
In January 2014, I re-analyzed the Real Estate Contracts using a different set of assumptions based on new 
Information obtained during Brian's deposition in December 2013. I also corrected the amounts reported in my 
Declaration for principal payments made to the Husband's Trust after the default date and Gene's diversion from 
the Real Estate Contract to the personal property note. 
Assumptions used in October 2013 Declaration: 
1. The beginning balance of the amortization schedules obtained from Brian and Sharon was dated 
December 1, 1994. The beginning balance for each of the defendants was lower than it would have been 
had the terms of the Contracts been adhered to from their inception. The reason for this discrepancy was 
unknown, so I calculated what the payment would have been as of December 1, 1994 based on the terms 
of the Contracts, as amended. This added approximately $110,000 to the balance for each contract. 
2. I analyzed bank and accounting records to determine the date each of the defendants stopped making 
payments to Don and to the Husband's Trust. I considered both Don and the Husband's Trust to be in 
default after a missed payment to either one. 
3. Brian, Doug and Gene each diverted $100 to $200 per month from the Contract payment to the 
Agreement for Sale of Equipment ("NH Personal Property Note"). I did not consider this default. 
4. I used a 360 day year as stipulated in the August 31, 1984 Contracts. Brian's schedules used a 365 day 
year. 
Assumptions used in January 2014 Analysis: 
1. I did not accrue Interest on the payment shortfall after the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment 
which reduced monthly payments to $1,645. 
2. I assumed the extra $110,000 payments prior to December 1, 1994 were valid. 
3. I corrected the December 2013 analysis for principal payments made to the Husband's Trust after the 
default date and Gene's lesser diversion from the Real Estate Contract to the NH Personal Property Note. 
The corrections resulted in a lower balance for each of the defendant's notes: A decrease of $112,152 as 
of September 30, 2013, and $17,119 as of the default date of each note. 
The results of both analyses are as follows: 
SUMMARY OF REAL ESTATE CONTRACT ANALYSES 
Brian Dou1 Gene Total 
Default Date 05/02/09 08/02/10 09/02/09 
October 2013 Declaration• 
As of Default Date 802,480 871,642 753,181 2,427,303 
As of 09/30/13 1,724,525 1,513,196 1,542,415 4,780,136 
January 2014 Analysls 
As of Default Date 235,356 235,356 274,882 745,594 
As of09/30/13 511,540 414,415 570,141 1,496,096 
As of 02/01/14 551,074 446,442 614,204 1,611,720 
• As corrected 
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Second Addendum to Expert Witness Report 
March 11, 2014 
Amended Schedule B 
Document Ust 
1. General Power of Attorney dated May 16, 1988 - Don Watkins appointed Brian Watkins as attorney-in-
fact and agent 
2. General Power of Attorney dated "2004n - Don Watkins, as Managing Member of A.D.W., LLC. 
appointed Brian Watkins as attorney-in-fact and agent (BDW004562) 
3. Power of Attorney dated October 24, 2000 - Don Watkins appointed Brian Watkins as attorney-in-fact 
and agent 
4. Three Promissory Notes from Don Watkins to the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust dated December 
10, 1997 (Exhibit 73), and Mortgage dated December 10, 1997 securing the Promissory Notes (Exhibit 77), 
and Satisfaction of Mortgage dated September 14, 2000 (DONW0024925} 
5. Facsimile correspondence from Brian to Allan Bosch dated 10-17-2002 regarding forgiveness of the three 
Promissory Notes from Don Watkins to the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust dated December 10, 
1997 (CSGW007547-48) 
6. Last Will and Testament of Florence R. Watkins (CSGW007031) and First Codicil (D0NW0000231) 
7. Financial statements and/or tax returns for Don Watkins, Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, Gene Watkins, 
BOW Services, Inc., Watkins Contracting Services, RVT Development Corp., WACO, Inc., WWW trusts, 
ADW, LLC, RCC Investments, RCC Co-tenants, RCC Co-owners, Crestview Apartments, Cattle Inc., Boise 
Aviation Fuel Co., and other entitles, including but not limited to balance sheets, Income statements, 
statements of cash flow, and trial balance reports 
8. Financial Statements and tax returns for the Florence R. Watkins Marital Exemption Trust and the 
Florence R. Wlltklns Husband's Trust, and various schedules showing the allocation of assets to these 
trusts and to Don 




10. Statement of Settlement dated August 18, 20006 for the sale of the Locust Grove property (BDW004557) 
11. Form 709 United States Gift (and Generation-Skipping Transfer) Tax Return 2003 signed by Arthur D 
Watkins, dated October 5, 2004. 
12. Restated Amendment to Purchase and Sale Agreement effective August 1, 2006 by A.D.W., LLC. (seller) 
and Jamann, UC (Buyer) (BDW010253) 
13. settlement statements, ledgers and other documents related to the 1031 exchange of the nursing home 
property ln Seattle, WA for Country Square Shopping Center (10483-10559 West Overland Road, Boise, 
ID) (CSGW005823 to CSGVl/005828) 
14. Various documents related to the 2004 sale of Restorative Care Center, a nursing home In Seattle, 
Wlshlngton owned by Brian, Brian's slblln1s 1nd other parties, Including correspondence lnvolvln1 Dave 
Best: 
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a. Documents faxed by Brian Watkins to 378-9696 "RE: File faxed to Dave Best" (CSGW008184 to 
CSGW008190) 
b. Correspondence sent by Paul Jeffers on behalf of Carolyn Pavloff to Steve Neighbors on August 
12, 2013 regarding the payments from Brian to Carolyn for a Washington Care Services note. 
c. Schedules of the amounts owed to RCC Co-tenants from a lease related to the nursing home in 
Seattle (CSGW006247 to CSGW006249) 
d. Fax from Daniel Humphrey to Dave Best dated 6/26/99 (CSGW007058 to CSGW007064) 
e. Schedule of Contract Payments - Nursing Home Sale (CSGW007250) 
f. Agreement Regarding Payment of Indebtedness (CSGW004124-CSGW004130) 
g. Correspondence between Dave Best and other parties (2013 Dec - 193498-193526 - by 
Defendant D. D. Watkins, and 193488) 
h. Letter dated June 29, 2000 from Dave Best that was faxed to George Wadsworth on 6/29/00). 
i. Exhibit A to First Amended Summary Master Agreement (CSGW006278-6280) 
15. Various documents related to the 1984 sale of the nursing home to each of Don's children and other 
parties by Don and Florence Watkins, and the 2004 sale by RCC Co-tenants: 
a. Agreement for Sale of Equipment and Bill of Sale (CSGW004163 to CSGW004171 
b. Real Estate Contract- Undivided 13% Interest In Tenancy, 8-31-84 (D0NW19384, DONW19400, 
DONW19416), Amendment to Real Estate Contract, 11-21-97 (BOW10686, BDW10710, 
BDW10705), Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, 12-30-98 (B0W8747, BDW9880, 
B0W8737) 
c. Amortization Schedules for Real Estate Contracts and the Personal Property Sale from 1984 to 
1994, provided by Brian after his December 2013 deposition 
d. Letter from the trustees of the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust to Gene Watkins dated 
February 2, 2011 regarding Gene's default on his Real Estate Contract (CSGW001366) 
e. Amortization schedules (BDW00160-165, BDW00154-159, BDW00129-135), purportedly 
maintained by Brian 
f. Amortization schedule (electronic copy of Excel file) provided to me by the conservator's 
attorney; purportedly Sharon provided this electronic copy to the conservator on 10-1-12. 
16. Quickbooks files for Don, Access, Barritz Court Apartments, D Bar W, Brian, BDWSI, Husband's Trust, 
Marital Exemption Trust, and Crestview Apartments produced by Brian to Steve Neighbors, Conservator 
17. Promissory Note from Don to Boise Aviation Fuel Co. (2013 Dec-193527-193528 and BDW004152-53) 
18. Quicken report for Don's personal account (WF-4983) dated 11/20/2013 
19. Settlement Statement (estimated) dated 11-26-03 for $140,000 loan from Bank of America to Don 
20. Settlement Statement dated 10/3/08 for sale of property at 2849 East 3025 North, Layton, UT, and 
related Warranty Deed and Form 1099S 
21. Settlement Statement dated 3/25/03 for property at 2849 East 3025 North, Layton, UT for Don and Stella 
as borrowers and Matthew Summers as Seller, including Quit Claim Deed 
22. Real Estate Purchase Contract dated 8/10/07 for property at 1041 E 3400 N, Layton, UT, including 
addendums 
23. Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins' Responses to Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories ("Doug's 
Response") 
24. Various documents related to the sale Bruce Motel by RVT Development Corporation (CSGW004069 to 
CSGW004075) 
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25. Various documents related to the sale of 1..ocust Grove property by A.D.W., LLC. admitted as Exhibits 
durin1 the deposition of Brian Watkins In December 2013 
26. Various documents related to WACO, Inc. and trusts known as "WWW", "WWWl", "WWW2" admitted as 
Exhibits during the deposition of Brian Watkins In December 2013 
27. Bank statements, cancelled checks, deposit items, bank reconciliations, and other tax and financial 
documents obtained during discovery at Crandall Swenson Gleason and Wadsworth In October 2013, 
including RCC Investments, RCC C-tenants, Country Square Shopping Center, Boise Aviation Fuel Co., 
Crestview Apartments, Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust, Florence R. Watkins Marital Exemption 
Trust, various WWW trusts, RVT Development Corporation, SIMCO Land & Livestock 








Arthur Donald Watkins v. Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case No. CV OV 0921373 
Payments to Doug Watkins from Don Watkins' Bank Accounts 
January 1999 - March 2009 
Amount 
Even Amt Payroll Truck Pmt Other 
1999 $ 12,000.00 $ 8,109.45 
2000 26,000.00 47,21~.91 
2001 22,500.00 1,347.01 
2002 35,000.00 5,101.74 
2003 42,000.00 3,000.00 ~,116.26 
•· 
2004 27,100.00 23,500.00 10,180.21 
2005 17,000.00 2~,QQ0.00 15,575.81 
2006 12,000.00 46,000.00 5,071.92 7,268.52 
2007 12,000.00 48,000.00 7,607.88 480.00 
2008 13,000.00 48,000.00 7,607.88 2,496.55 
2009 2,000.00 12,000.00 1,901.97 
















Even Amt Payroll TruckPmt Other Grand Total 
1999 JAN $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00 
FEB 1,000.00 3,948.10 4,948.10 
MAR 1,000.00 2,028.60 3,028.60 
APR 1,000.00 1,000.00 
MAY 1,000.00 1,000.00 
JUN 1,000.00 1,000.00 
JUL 1,000.00 1,095.39 2,095.39 
AUG 1,000.00 30.00 1,030.00 
,, 
SEP 1,000.00 947.36 1,947.36 
OCT 1,000.00 1,000.00 
NOV 1,000.00 1,000.00 
DEC 1,000.00 60.00 1,060.00 
1999Total 12,000.00 8,109.45 20,109.45 
2000 MAR 1,000.00 1,000.00 
APR 1,000.00 1,155.76 2,155.76 
MAY 11,000.00 11,000.00 
JUN 10,897.24 10,897.24 
AUG 1,000.00 1,000.00 
SEP 11,000.00 11,000.00 
OCT 1,000.00 33,802.38 34,802.38 
DEC 1,361.53 1,361.53 
2000Total 26,000.00 47,216.91 73,216.91 
2001 JAN 1,000.00 917.35 1,917.35 
FEB 1,000.00 1,000.00 
MAR 1,000.00 1,000.00 
APR 1,000.00 1,000.00 





Even Amt Payroll Truck Pmt Other Grand Total 
2001 MAY 1,000.00 1,000.00 -
JUN 2,500.00 2,500.00 
JUL 2,500.00 2,500.00 -· 
AUG 2,500.00 2,500.00 
SEP 2,500.00 2,500.00 
OCT 2,500.00 2,500.00 
NOV 2,500.00 2,500.00 
DEC 2,500.00 429.66 2,929.66 
2001 Total 22,500.00 1,347.01 23,847.01 
2002 JAN 2,500.00 4,238.59 6,738.59 
FEB 2,500.00 2,500.00 
MAR 2,500.00 2,500.00 
APR 2,500.00 2,500.00 
MAY 2,500.00 13.49 2,513.49 
JUN 2,500.00 2,500.00 
JUL 5,500.00 5,500.00 
SEP 4,500.00 4,500.00 
NOV 4,500.00 4,500.00 
DEC 5,500.00 849.66 6,349.66 
2002 Total 35,000.00 5,101.74 40,101.74 
2003 JAN 2,500.00 2,500.00 .......• -· . 
FEB 2,500.00 1,087.50 3,587.50 
MAR 2,500.00 2,500.00 ·-·-e.; =~·. -
APR 5,500.00 5,500.00 
MAY 2,500.00 2,500.00 
JUN 2,500.00 2,500.00 
JUL 2,500.00 2,50Q.OO 
AUG 4,000.00 2,179.10 6,179.10 
SEP 7,500.00 7,500.00 
OCT 1,500.00 } ,500._00 
NOV 5,000.00 1,500.00 6,500.00 
-
DEC 5,000.00 849.66 5,849.66 
2003Total 42,000.00 3,000.00 4;116.26 49,116.26 
2004 JAN 3,000.00 3,000.00 
FEB 5,000.00 1,500.00 6,500.00 
MAR 1,500.00 1,500.00 
"' 
APR 6,000.00 1,500.00 7,500.00 
MAY 5,000.00 2,000.00 7,000.00 
JUN 7,100.00 2,000.00 5,325.00 14,425.00 
JUL 2,000.00 2,000.00 
SEP 1,000.00 ~,000.00 4,005.55 9(005.55 
OCT 1,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 
NOV 1,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 
DEC 1,000.00 2,000.00 849.66 3,849.66 
2004 Total 27,100.00 23,500.00 10,180.21 60,780.21 
2005 JAN 1,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 
FEB 5,000.00 5,000.00 
MAR 1,000.00 1,000.00 
APR 2,000.00 2,000.00 4,000.00 
MAY 1,000.00 4,000.00 5,000.00 
JUN 1,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 
JUL 1,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 
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Amount 
Even Amt Payroll Truck Pmt Other Grand Total 
2005 AUG 1,000.00 2,000.00 4,651.15 7,651.15 
SEP 1,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 
OCT 1,00~.oo 2,000.00 3,000.00 
NOV 1,000.00 2,000.00 9,200.00 12,200.00 
DEC 1,000.00 2,000.00 1,724.66 4,724.66 
2005Total 17,000.00 22,000.00 15,575.81 54,575.81 
2006 JAN 1,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 
FEB 2,000.00 4,000.00 6,000.00 
MAR 4,000.00 4,000.00 
APR 1,000.00 4,000.00 5,000.00 
MAY 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
JUN 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 2,025.53 7,659.52 
JUL 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
AUG 1,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 5,633 .99 
SEP 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633 .99 
OCT 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
NOV 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
DEC 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5!242.99 10,876.98 .. 
2006Total 12,000.00 46,000.00 5,071.92 7,268.52 70,340.44 
2007 JAN 1,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 5,633 .99 
FEB 1,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 5,633.99 
MAR 1,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 5,633 .99 
APR 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
MAY 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
JUN 1,000.00 8,000.00 633 .99 9,633.99 
JUL 1,000.00 633 .99 1,633.99 
AUG 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
SEP ~,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 5,633.99 
OCT 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
NOV 1,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 5,633.99 
DEC 1,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 480.00 6,113.99 
2007Total 12,000.00 48,000.00 7,607.88 480.00 68,087.88 
2008 JAN 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
FEB 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 ~,633.~9 - -
MAR 1,goo.00 8,000.00 633 .99 9,633 .99 
APR 1,000.00 633.99 1,633.99 
MAY 1,000.00 4,000.00 633 .99 5,633.99 
JUN 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
JUL 1,900.00 _4,000.00 633.99 1,646.89 7,280.88 .. -
AUG 2,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 6,633.99 
SEP 4,000.00 633.99 4,633.99 
OCT 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
NOV 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
DEC 2,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 849.66 7,483.65 
2008Total 13,000.00 48,000.00 7,607.88 2,496.55 71,104.43 
2009 JAN 4,000.00 633.99 4,633.99 
FEB 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
MAR 1,000.00 4,000.00 633.99 5,633.99 
2009Total 2,000.00 12,000.00 1,901.97 15,901.97 
Grand Total $ 220,600.00 $ 202,500.00 $ 22,189.65 $ 101,892.46 $ 547,182.11 
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Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
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COME NOW, Defendant/Counterclaimants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, by and through their attorney's of record, the law firm of Dinius & 
Associates, PLLC, and herby submit this Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment. 
SUMMARY OF FACTS 
For the sake of brevity, Doug and Ginny hereby incorporate their statement of facts 
contained in their Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment and Memorandum 
in Support of Amended Motion for Summary Judgment. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Legal Standard 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56 (b) provides: 
A party against whom a claim, counterclaim, or cross-claim is asserted or a 
declaratory judgment is sought may, at any time, move with or without supporting 
affidavits for a summary judgment in that party's favor as to all or any part 
thereof. Provided, a motion for summary judgment must be filed at least 60 days 
before the trial date, or filed within 7 days from the date of the order setting the 
case for trial, whichever is later, unless otherwise ordered by the court. 
Summary judgment is appropriate when there are no genuine issues of material fact 
relating to the liability of the moving party and the moving party is thus entitled to judgment as a 
matter of law. King v. Lang, 136 Idaho 905, 908-09, 42 P.3d 698, 701-02 (2002). In order to 
determine whether judgment should be entered as a matter of law, the court must examine the 
pleadings, depositions, affidavits, and admissions on file. Roberts v. Wyman, 135 Idaho 690, 694, 
23 P.3d 152, 156 (Ct. App. 2000). 
Generally, when considering a motion for summary judgment, the court '"liberally 
construes the record in a light most favorable· to the party opposing the motion and draws all 
reasonable inferences and conclusions in that party's favor."' King, 136 at 909, 42 P.3d at 702 
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e 
(quoting Brooks v. Logan, 130 Idaho 574, 576, 944 P.2d 709, 711 (1997). A mere scintilla of 
evidence or only slight doubt as to the facts, however, is insufficient to withstand summary 
judgment; there must be sufficient evidence upon which a jury could reasonably return a verdict 
resisting the motion. Harpole v. State, 131 Idaho 437,439,958 P.2d 594,596 (1998). 
Moreover, a party opposing summary judgment cannot demand a trial simply because of 
the "speculative possibility that a material issue of fact may appear at that time." Heath v. 
Honker's Mini-Mart, Inc., 134 Idaho 711, 714, 8 P.3d 1254, 1257 (Ct. App. 2000). Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 56( e) is identical to its federal counterpart and, thus, federal law is instructive in 
an analysis of whether summary judgment is appropriate in this matter. Id at 713, 8 P.3d at 
1256. It is not the intent of F.R.C.P. 56, nor is it the intent of I.R.C.P. 56, ''to preserve purely 
speculative issues of fact for trial." Id, 8 P.3d at 1256 (quoting Exxon Corp. v. Fed Trade 
Comm'n, 663 F.2d 120, 128 (D.C. Cir. 1980). 
Here, even drawing all reasonable inferences and conclusions in favor of the Defendant, 
summary judgment in Plaintiff's favor must be denied. 
B. Genuine issues of fact regarding the alleged amount due from Doug and Ginny 
prevent this court from entering summary judgment. 
a. Plaintiff's own purported experts cannot agree on an amount due 
In support of his claim against Doug, Plaintiff has identified Denise McClure, CPA, CFE 
and Dennis Reinstein, CPA/ ABV, ASA, CV A as experts in this matter. See Affidavit of Counsel 
in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment, Ex. B, Expert Reports, on file herein. 
Again, it must be noted that neither expert disclose any opinions that Doug or Virginia 
engaged in any wrongdoing or committed any impropriety. Id. Ms. McClure opined that "a full 
and complete accounting of all activity is virtually impossible." Id. She further notes that "The 
absence of bank statements, tax returns and closing documents further complicated my attempts 
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to trace dispositions of Don's assets during the period in question." Id. Finally, she notes that she 
"could not trace funds to Don's personal accounts from 2000 through March 2004 .... " Id. This 
is consistent with Mr. Reinstein's report which does not even attempt to trace the money Plaintiff 
alleges was improperly utilized. Id. 
In her Second Addendum to Expert Witness Report produced by Plaintiff, Ms. McClure 
reiterates that her October 2013 declaration contained the opinion that Doug and/or Ginny owed 
$1,513,196 on the note as of October 2013. Declaration of Counsel in Opposition to Plaintiff's 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Ex. A, p. 11. Ms. McClure then revises that figure for 
her January 2014 analysis to $446,442 as of February 1, 2014. That is a staggering difference of 
$1,066,754. No cogent argument is provided that would account for the extreme difference in 
her opinions. This discrepancy alone raises issues of material fact with respect to Plaintiff's 
claim. Therefore, summary judgment in Plaintiff's favor is simply inappropriate. 
b. The opinion of Steven Neighbors conflicts with Plaintiff's own experts 
In support of the Motion for Summary Judgment, Plaintiff relies on the Supplemental 
Declaration of Steven Neighbors, the conservator for Plaintiff. In that document, Mr. Neighbors 
states that he "calculated that the minimum amount due and owing under Doug's Nursing Home 
Contract" to be $405,036.94. In calculating this number, Mr. Neighbors himself acknowledges 
that there is uncertainty associated with his calculation and that he does not even believe that the 
$405,036.94 represents the actual amount owed by Doug. Supplemental Declaration of Steven 
Neighbors in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, , 13. The differing 
amount due alleged by Mr. Neighbors further illustrate the issues of fact which remain on 
Plaintiff's claim. 
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Taken in context with the Plaintiffs own differing expert opinions, it is clear that issues 
of fact remain that preclude summary judgment. At least three differencing opinions regarding 
the amount Plaintiff is owed has been provided by Plaintiff. These wildly different opinions 
create an inference that Plaintiff cannot establish an amount due under the alleged agreement. 
Therefore, summary judgment simply cannot be granted on this issue. 
c. The calculation performed by Brian Watkins also creates issues of material fact 
Standing in contrast to the differing opinions provided by Plaintiff is the Declaration of 
Brian Watkins. Pursuant to his declaration, he served as Bookkeeper for the Plaintiff from 200-
2009. Declaration of Brian Watkins. In that capacity, he created balance ledgers for all of the 
children. 
With respect to Doug, Brain calculates that Doug owed $205,260.26 as of 12/01/2009. Id. 
This fact conflicts with the representations and calculations of Plaintiff and his experts. As such, 
summary judgment on this issue is simply inappropriate. 
d. To the extent the Court adopts the position advanced by Donald Eugene Watkins, 
Doug signed an identical addendum 
In his affidavit, Donald Eugene Watkins states that he does not owe monies to the 
Plaintiff on the nursing home contract. In support of this position, he cites to a Second Real 
Estate Contract Amendment signed by he and Don Watkins. 
To the extent the Court adopts that position; Doug signed an identical addendum to the 
contract. See Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment, Ex. A-C (on file herein). 
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C. Doug and Ginny are entitled to an offset for any amount found to be due and owing 
a. The amount due under the compensation agreement currently is an offset of any 
amount found to be due and owing 
As argued in the Motion for Summary Judgment, Doug is entitled to compensation from 
Plaintiff pursuant to the Compensation Agreement. Through the deposition of Don Watkins and 
the Power of Attorney that was executed, it has been established that Brian had both actual and 
apparent authority to enter into the Compensation Agreement. 
As of September 1, 2014, Doug is owed a total of $268,323.95 pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement and that amount continues to grow every month. See Declaration of 
Doug Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, Ex. A. 
Moreover, because the amount owed to Doug constitutes unpaid wages under Idaho law, it is 
required that that amount be trebled. See Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary 
Judgment, pp. 27-29 (on file herein). 
b. The amount due under various promissory notes is an offset of any amount found 
to be due and owing 
In addition to the amount due and owing under the Compensation Agreement, Plaintiff 
owes Doug on several promissory notes. The four applicable promissory notes are attached to 
the Declaration of Doug Watkins as Ex. B. The total amount due as of September 15, 2014 is 
$24,101.84. 
Again, Doug is legally entitled to offset any amount found to be due and owing to 
Plaintiff with the amounts due under the Compensation Agreement and promissory notes. 
CONCLUSION 
As set forth above, genuine issues of material fact exist that precludes this Court from 
entering summary judgment in favor Plaintiff and, as such, the Motion should be denied in its 









Michael J. Hanby II 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the~ of September, 2014, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Stephen C. Smith 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
William C. Tharp 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
D us Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. (541) 296-6421 
D us Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
for~ 
cm/T:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Opp to SJ.docx 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of Canyon ) 
KEVIN E. DINIUS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. I am one of the attorneys of record for the Defendants Arnold Douglas "Doug" 
Watkins and Virginia "Ginny" Watkins in the above-entitled action. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the 
matters herein. The testimony in this declaration is based on my personal knowledge. 
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of relevant portions of the Deposition Transcript of Sharon Wadsworth, taken 
April 24, 2014. 
4. Attached hereto as Exhibit "B" and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of the Second Addendum to Expert Witness Report by Denise McClure dated 
March 11, 2014. 
5. I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of 
Idaho that the foregoing is true and correct. 
EXECUTED this l r;_ay of September, 2014, in Nampa, Idaho. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the l ~y of September, 2014, a true and 
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Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
IZI Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
William C. Tharp 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
D Facsimile - No. 319-2601 
IZI Email - billctharp@gmail.com 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
i-"" 
forD1SLAW 
cm/T:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Declaration ofKED in Opposition to 
Plaintiff's SJ.docx 
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16: 38: 5211 
16:38:5212 
Page 186 
loan, the children would be paid back from the $253,000? 
A. The $258,000. 
Q. $258,000? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What was the source of the $258,000? 
A. That $258,000 would be the money that would 
come to Crestview that was the reserves or whatever 
that's called --
Q. Okay. 
A. -- on that HUD loan. 
Q. Okay. 
A. So, that money was coming back. 
16 : 3 8 : 5 5 13 Q. Okay. It would come back to you, but you 
16 : 3 8 : 5 9 14 would pay your father back - the children would pay 








A. He would pay it back. 
Q. He would pay it back? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Out of that sum? 
A. Right. 
MR. 1HARP: That's my questions. Thank you. 
EXAMINATION 
16 : 3 9 : 112 3 QUESTIONS BY MR. HANBY: 
16:39:1124 Q. My name is Michael Hanby. fm Doug's 













We talked a little bit about the power of 
attorney that your father executed in favor of Brian. 
Do you remember when you fowd out about that power of 
attorney? 
A No. 
Q. It was revoked sometime in 2009; is that your 
recollection? 
A Yes. 
Q. And you had known about it prior to then? 
A I heard that he had a POA, yes. 
Q. Prior to the revocation did you ever have any 
16 : 3 9 : 4 8 12 suspicions or reasons to think that Brian was not acting 
16 : 3 9 : 5 4 13 appropriate in any way towards your father in his use of 
16 : 3 9 : 5 8 14 the power of attorney? 
16:40:0415 A Idon'tthinkso. 
16 : 4 O : O 6 16 Q. So, did it come as a surprise when your father 






given you some sort of warning or a heads up that a 
revocation was coming. Did that surprise you when that 
occurred? 
A Yes, it surprised me. 











Q. One of the allegations in this case against 
your brother Doug is that he had committed fraud against 
your dad And a necessmy element of that is him making 
a false statement to your dad Are you aware of any 
false statements that Doug made to your dad? 
A. I'm not aware of any, no. 
Q. Has anyone told you what false statements they 
think that Doug may have made to your dad? 
A. If they have, I don't recall them. 
16: 41 : 3 41 O Q. Have you discussed this lawsuit with your 
16:41:3711 fatheratall? 
16 : 4 1 : 4 112 A. A long time ago. Before George got sick. 
16 : 4 1 : 4 713 Q. Okay. Did your dad ever tell you something to 
16 : 4 1 : 5014 the effect that Stella was pushing him to pursue the 
16: 41: 5 615 litigation? 
1 6 : 4 2 : 1 816 A. At one point Dad told us that Stella wanted to 
1 6 : 4 2 : 2 41 7 go forward with the lawsuit but he did not. 
16: 4 2: 2 918 Q. Do you remember the time frame of that 
1 6 : 4 2 : 3 119 conversation with your dad? 
16: 42: 4 920 A. No, I don't. 
1 6 : 4 2 : 5 2 21 Q. Do you remember communicating something to 
16 : 4 2 : 5 4 2 2 that effect to your brothers at a shareholder meeting in 
16: 42: 5823 Februaryof2011? 












Q. So, you remember attending a shareholders 
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meeting in about February of2007? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What company or companies would that have been 
for? 
MR. 1HARP: 2007? 
MR. HANBY: '11. 
TIIE WITNESS: '11. '11. Probably the RCC 
Investments or Country Square. 
Q. (BY MR. HANBY) Do you remember who was 
present at that shareholders meeting? 
16 : 4 3 : 4 5 11 A. Not exactly. I think we all were, but I can't 
16:43:5412 verifyweallwere. 
16 : 4 3 : 5 5 13 Q. But you remember communicating to the group 
16 : 4 3 : 5 8 14 something along the lines that it was Stella who was 
16 : 4 4 : O 2 15 wanting to pursue the litigation and not your father? 
16 : 4 4 : 13 16 A. She wanted to -- at first she was the one that 
16 : 4 4 : 18 1 7 wanted to do it and then Dad told us later he was going 
16 : 4 4 : 2 118 to do it. Now, could I have said she was pushing him to 
16 : 4 4 : 2 7 1 9 do it? I could have. I don't -- I don't remember what 
16:44:3020 Isaid. 
16 : 4 4 : 3 2 21 Q. Do you remember anything else about the 
16 : 4 4 : 3 4 2 2 lawsuit being discussed at that shareholders meeting? 
16 : 4 O : 3 3 2 3 Doug knew or should have known that would have made him 16 : 4 4 : 3 8 2 3 A. It was, but I don't remember what we 
discussed. 16 : 4 O : 3 8 2 4 question Brian's authority under that power of attorney? 
16:40:4225 A No, I don't know of anything. 
16:44:4124 
16:44:4925 Q. Do you still have Exhibit Nos. 96, 97, and 98? 
(208)345-9611 
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Q. On I don't know if it's the first page or the 
second page of yours, but I know the cover page got tom 
off on a couple of these. But where it states the date 
of December 1, 1994, and it shows the balance forward--
These show a balance forward for Doug and Brian, a 
balance forward of$298,369.72. Do you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And then the amount for Gene is $325,869.68. 
Do you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know why his is more? 
A. Not exactly, no. 
Q. Do you remember -- I guess back up. Strike 
that. Do you remember what the balance forward for your 
note would have been? 
A. No. 
Q. But you had indicated that the sisters, 
including you, have satisfied the obligation under that 
note? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Tell me the context in which that was done. 
A. You have to explain more to me what you're 
looking for. rm not sure what you mean by "context" of 
why it was done. 
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Q. Well, I have some sort of understanding that 
it was in concert with a settlement. Is my 
understanding of that correct? 
A. I don't think those two items go together. 
Well, I--
Q. Explain to me what your understanding is, 
then. 
A. We settled with the Husband's Trust on my dad 
that we would pay off and that there would be a certain 
amount that each of us would pay him and we no longer 
had to continue paying him or the trust on these notes. 
Q. And what was that certain amount? 
A. Mine was $90,000. 
Q. Has that $90,000 been paid? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you remember when it was paid? 
A. June. I don't remember ifit was 2012 or 
2013. 
Q. Can you articulate for me what the underlying 
cause of action that was being settled related to? 
A. Can you explain the question? 
Q. Wei~ what was the $90,000 meant to pay off? 
A. It was to say that Dad doesn't owe me money 
and I don't owe him money and we're done and settled and 




















































Q. Do you remember what your outstanding balance 
on the, for lack of a better term, nursing home note 
would have been when that settlement was entered into? 
A. I don't. 
Q. Was it more than $90,000? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you remember what amount your sisters 
agreed to pay --
A. No. 
Q. -- per that agreement? 
A. No, we all worked out our own settlement. 
Q. So, you were never privy to that information? 
A. I was for the books. They had to tell me the 
number. But I don't remember. 
Q. Was there a written settlement agreement 
entered into that memorialized the terms of your 
settlement agreement with your dad? 
A. rm sure there was. 
Q. Do you have a copy of that? 
A. rm supposed to, rm sure. I wouldn't be able 
to tell you where it is right now. I know where I can 
get a copy. 
Q. One of the allegations in the lawsuit against 
your brother Doug is that he should be required to pay 
the money back that he received on the Locust Grove 
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property. I think you testified earlier that you 
received $500,000 from the sale of that property; is 
that correct? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Has your dad or anyone on his behalf asked you 
to pay that money back? 
A. No. 
Q. Another allegation against your brother Doug 
is that he conspired with Brian and others to basically 
steal money from your dad. And a necessary element of 
that is that there was an agreement between those 
brothers to do so. Are you aware of an agreement 
between Doug and anybody else to, in essence, steal 
money from your dad? 
A. No. 
Q. Have you ever met Steve Neighbors? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And do you know who he is and what his role in 
this lawsuit has been? 
(Cell phone ringing.) 
THE WllNESS: That's me. That means it's 
George. Hold on. He's probably worried about me. 
MR. HANBY: No problem. 
(Discussion held off the record.) 
Q. (BY MR. HANBY) Do you need me to repeat my 
(208)345-9611 
49 (Pages 190 to 193) 






















Q. Do you understand what Steve Neighbors' role 
in this lawsuit is? 
A. Maybe. 
Q. Tell me what your understanding is. 
A. He takes the place of my dad. 
Q. And he's your dad's Conservator; correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Have you met with Mr. Neighbors in connection 
with this lawsuit? 
A. On what level? 
Q. On any level. 
A. Yes. 
Q. More than once? 
A. Yes. 
16 : 5 3 : 0 5 1 7 Q. When was the last time you met with Steve 
16: 5 3 : 0 7 18 Neighbors? 
16:53:1819 A. I don't recall. 
16 : 5 3 : 2 4 2 0 Q. Has Mr. Neighbors ever explained to you what 
16 : 5 3 : 2 6 21 the goals of the lawsuit are? 
16 : 5 3 : 3 7 2 2 A. I don't know - I don't know that he has. 
16 : 5 3 : 4 0 2 3 Q. Are you aware that Mr. Neighbors as 
16 : 5 3 : 4 3 2 4 Conservator files periodic reports regarding the 
1 6 : 5 3 : 4 7 2 5 expenses incurred on behalf of your father? 
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16:53:51 1 A. Yes. 
16: 5 3 : 5 3 2 Q. Have you received copies of those? 
16 : 5 4 : 0 4 3 A. I haven't personally. I know the attorney 
16:54:11 4 has. 
16 : 5 4 : 14 5 Q. Is that anything that you've reviewed or 
16 : 5 4 : 15 6 talked to anybody about? 





















QUESTIONS BY MR. 1HARP: 
Q. Do you believe that Brian - do you have any 
knowledge or belief that Brian has defrauded your 
father? 
A. Do I have any knowledge or belief? 
Q. Yes. 
A. I don't know where I stand on that. 
Q. Okay. Are there any facts that you have that 
would support that belief? I know you're uncertain, but 
do you know of any facts that would support a belief 
that Brian has defrauded or stolen money from your 
father? 
A. I don't have any facts that prove it 
MR. TIIARP: Thank you. 
MR. WETHERELL: Is that it, everyone? 
MR. CLARK: That's it. I have nothing. 
MR. WETHERELL: I can't think of any reason 
1 6 : 5 6 : 0 519 that we would need to read and sign. So, just go ahead 
1 6 : 5 6 : 0 8 2 0 and submit it. And I don't need a thing. 
16:56:1921 But just so you know, if you want to go over 
16 : 5 6 : 212 2 to her office and read your testimony, you're welcome to 
16:56:2423 doso. 
16: 5 6: 2 52 4 THE WI1NESS: I don't want to remember what I 









MR. WETHERELL: Okay. Thank you very much. 
MR. CLARK: Let's close it up. The deposition 
of Sharon Wadsworth is now fully concluded. Are there 
any stipulations as to custody of the video recording, 
exhibits, and other matters? The Court Reporter will 
take the exhibits and maintain those. And Mr. Richards 
will maintain the video; okay? 
16:54:22 8 Q. So,iflweretoaskyou,forexample,ifyou 16:57:03 8 
1 6 : 5 4 : 2 5 9 knew how much in legal fees were spent in 2013 on behalf 1 6 : 5 7 : 0 4 9 
MR. WETHERELL: Thank you everyone. 
MR. CLARK: We are done. 
16: 5 4 : 3110 of your dad in this case, would you have any idea? 16: 5 7 : 0 610 
1 6 : 5 4 : 3 4 11 A. No. 11 














Q. If it was more than $200,000 would that 
surprise you? 
A. No. 
Q. If it was more than $400,000, would that 
surprise you? 
A. I have no clue what to expect. 
MR. HANBY: I don't think I have any other 
questions. 
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INTRODUCTION 
I was engaged by lilawley troxell Enr:11s. Ji Hawley, bLP to assist IA evaluatlnJ ,the propriety of tlile ha.ndling of the 
P,lalntlff's flinandalaffairs by -tliie Defet,11:ilil!lts and to !:Issi.st In 1ider:1tlf.yil'lg ,time extent.of mismanagement df the 
P.lalhtlff's finances and/or mlsa:ppr,oprlatlor:i of the Plaintiff's assets. 
Data relied upon In support Cilf my Q.pir:ilon aontained t.iereln Is as noted wlthlr.i each section and/or as 'listed In 
Schedule •B of my original ftlport, as amended by this addendum. 
In addition to documents referenced In this report, I may summarize information contained in such documents in 
exhibit form to assist the explanation of my analysis and opinlon(s) at trial. 
This addendum, the addendum dated September 10, 2013 and my report dated March 26, 2013 reflect my 
opinions to date In this matter. As additional information or testimony becomes available, I may find It appropriate 
to revise or supplement my opinion, analyses and conclusions stated herein. I may also be called upon to provide 
testimony with regard to additional data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other parties 
and/or their witnesses. 
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Second Addendum to Expert Witness ·Report: 
Opinions 
REVISION TO.OPINION#!-. INACCURATE, INCOMPLETE AND MISLEADING ACCOUNTING :RECORDS 
I ider;itifiecU3 trar:asactions tota'ling $173,327;60 in Don's accounting reoords that were deleted or re-characterized 
to Don''s detriment; most sf the transactions were to Brian's benefit. 
Several loans were made from Don's financial accounts to Brian and other family members during the time Brian 
held power of attorney. The 13 transactions listed below were modified one to eleven months after the 
transaction date. The transactions were changed to write off loans of Don's funds to Brian and one other family 
member, either by reclassifying them as Don's personal expense or by deleting the transaction from Don's 
accounting records. Over $158,000 of the write-offs and deletions reduced Brian's debt to Don; one $15,000 write-
off was for another family member. There is no evidence that Don was aware of these transfers and deletions, or 
that these transfers were legitimate offsets to other transactions. 
Date Originating Bank 
Date Amount Descrietion Modified Account 
02/03/04 $ 15,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 12/01/04 Access 
08/20/05 10,000,00 Loan from Don to Brian written off "to reimburse Alaska vacation" 11/04/05 Zions-4324 
01/03/06 12,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 02/21/06 DBarW 
01/12/06 8,500.00 loan from Don to Brian wri_tten off 11/22/06 ki:ess 
09/23/06 20,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 11/22/06 DBarW 
04/05/07 40,827.60 loan from Don to Brian written off (Note 1) 12/19/07 Access 
11/20/07 4,000.00 loan from Don to Brian written off 12/19/07 D BarW 
11/06/08 9,500.00 Transfer from Don to Brian, later deleted in Don's accounting records 03/30/09 Access 
01/27/06 9,000.00 Cash withdrawal recorded as loan to Brian, later written off 11/22/06 Zions-1620 
02/06/08 10,000.00 Access income was recharacterized to look like Brian repaid Don 04/02/09 Access 
06/29/08 5,000.00 Loan written off by making a journal entry 06/29/08 N/A 
07/10/06 14~00.00 Brian repaid his company (BDWSI) $18,500for a $4,000 loan to Don 11/05/08 Access & Iii Bar W 
158,327.60 
02/28/06 1S;OOO.Oll Truck l·oan to David Watkins, written off 08/29/06 Zions-4324 
$ 173,327,60 TOTAL 
Note 1: Brian claimed lilon received more than his 4% share for the Locust Grove sale.It a,ppears to be true. Don received over 
$40,000 more than his 4% distribution. However, the ~cess $40;827,60 was transferred out of lilon's atcount in April 
2007, about a year after the sale dosed. The funds were transferred to Brian's personal account and recorded In his 
accounting r.ecords as paying Brian's daughter's surgery costs. 
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REVISED .OPINION .#5 ~ DlfflBUTIONS TO DON-FROM musrs WERE :LESSJ:HAN .WHAT DON WAS ENJ:rliLED IO 
In my opinion, ll>on was under.paid $40;448 ·for,the annual S% distributior:is f,r:om ,filor,er:ice R Watkins ,Hu$band's 
irust ("FRWI«'' or 11H1;1sban.d's Tn:Jst",) to wlili¢1il he wa~ entitled.1ibe.acoo1:mting for the de-bt ,between ,eon arid the 
Husband's 1irust iii,inaccurate and unreliable. Transactions were deletetHrom ,the IHusbar:idls Trust accounting 
records ,for'key ·transii!ctions betweei:l ·lllon ar,id ·the H1:1sband's vr,ust and-there mayihave'been '(trar:isfers" .from Don 
to Brian and/or Gene ·in tlile form of-loan forgiveness or other ways Which would 'be to tlile detriment of 'il>on. 
This opinion Involves four issues: 
1. Whether Don received the 5% principal distributions to which he was entitled 
2. Confusing and inaccurate accounting for loans between the Husband's Trust and Don 
3. Deletion of accounting detail in the Husband's Trust accounting records 
4. Whether the related party notes between Don and the Husband's Trust are reliable 
Don was entitled to receive all the annual net income from the Florence R. Watkins Exemption Trust ("FRWMET") 
and the Husband's Trust, as well as 5% of the principal from the Husband's Trust. 
Don executed three Promissory Notes to the Husband's Trust on December 10, 1997; the total of the three notes 
was $1,633,628. On December 17, 2002, Brian informed an attorney that the Trustees had decided to forgive the 
debt remaining on these notes; the combined balance of the notes at that time was $1,581,588. 
Six months after Don revoked the power of attorney, and eight years after the notes were forgiven, two of the 
three notes and several of the trust principal payments to Don were deleted from the Husband's Trust Quickbooks 
file. These promissory notes were part of the Husband's Trust's principal, so deleting the data made it difficult to 
calculate the 5% distributions, and to determine whether [)on received the distributions. The data in Don's 
Quickbooks had not been deleted, and J was able to trace the distributions using Don's Quickbooks files and the 
Quickbooks audit trail report for the Husband's Trust. 
After adj1:1sting the Husband's Trust corpus account for 1998 to 2001 for the notes tlilat had been forgiven and 
deleted, I determined ll>on should have received $·5@3,418 of prir:icipal for the years 1998 through 2008. He 
received only $462,970, an under .payment of $40,448, as illustrated ,below: 
Calcl:ilated S% Actual 
Dis.trlib1:1tlP!!I Distrilb!:lticon 
1998 $ 95,2SO $ 4\;867 
1999 86;642 180,1!114 
2000 96,742 
2001 98;399 14,843 
2002 16,765 100,954 
2003 20,901 21,500 
2004 18,860 
2005 18,762 23,670 
2006 18,762 24,294 
2007 18,762 26;644 
2008 13,573 291Ul4 
$ 503,418 $ 462,970 
Underpayment $ 40,448 
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J.he $!83, 792 total distribution for years 2oos~2oos was reoordecil -In &111e -traAsaetion Mareh 200913ther than year 
by year. 
The dis1iributions were AQt '.paid-in cash; ,Instead they were used to offset DQill~s debt. Prior to 2002, ,they e:;f.fset the 
three Pr:or:nissory Notes dated <(i>ecember 10, 1997 that were forgiven In 2002; ·from 2003 to 2008 they c::;ffset other 
loans f.iTom the;P-11:1sbaAd's TrusttcHl>illn. illhese ,later0loar:is were accc,lilnted 'for !in 0oli's·bc,oks uslr,g the same 
acco111nt as was 111sed for promissory mote #S that was forgiven in 2002. 
In acdcilltl.or:i to the principal cilistributlons 1:1sed to offset Don's debt to the Husband's Trust, cash payments totaling 
$154,342 were made from Don to the Husbancd's Trust from 2000 through 2008. 
The accounting for the loans from the Husband's Trust to Don should be a mirror image on each entity's set of 
books. In other words, the activity In the accounts on Don's books should be the mirror image of the Husband's 
Trust accounts. That was not the case, as illustrated below. The year end balance on Don's books should be the 
same as that of the Husband's Trust, but the two accounts differed by $10,000 to $88,000 for seven of 11 years. 
Note#3 
Don's FRWHT 
Books Books Difference 
12/31/98 48,102 73,244 (25,142) 
12/31/99 85,972 96,339 (10,367) 
12/31/00 88,906 {88,906) 
12/31/01 
12/31/02 
12/31/03 18,896 18,896 0 
12/31/04 51,583 51,583 (0) 
12/31/05 19,176 52,881 (33,705) 
12/31/06 76,922 110,627 (33,705) 
12/31/07 75,734 109,440 (33,706) 
12/31/08 (37,501) (3,795) {33,706) 
Some of the entries used to account for the notes in !Don's Quickbooks files are C:!Uestionable: 
1. On June 4, 2004 Don received $703,498.92 from the sale efthe nursing home (see opinion #10). Of these 
funds, $32,336.04 was -transferred to FRWHT as a loan repayment on Note #3 on March 9, 2©04. Don's 
balance was only $10,836.04 at the time of this transaction, so Don overpaid his debt to FRWHT by 
$21,500,00. 
2. A transfer of funds dated January 1, 2006 of $56,120.15 was recorded as a loan to Don nm the 
Husband's Tr:ust. This entry was made on November 2t 2006, almGSt a year after the 1:ransactien cdate. 
There is no explanatlon or description in the Quic:kboe:;ks files other than the FRWHT audit -trail ,eport 
which shews that $40,864.11 went to Brian and $15,256.04 went to Gene; the only description is 
"transfers". More Information is needed for this transaction, but it appears Brian and Gene may have 
benefitted at Don's expense. 
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REV1SE1l0~1NION .#6: DON DID NOT RECEIVE THE LOCUST GROVE D1STRIBU11il0N TO WHICH HE WAS. ENTITLED 
In r:ny opir:iion, Don did raot rreceive or benefit from the 4% distrib1:1tion4ae was entitled to from trne Selle of the 
Locust Grove .("LG") properl::Y- •Bon was shorted between $·36;000 and $80,000. ,Brian received more cash than he 
was entitled to and Don rceceived less. 
A distribution of $124,725 was reported on Don's ADW, L:LCK-1 for 2006. A total of $166,lllOOwas recorded in 
Don's accountir:ig records as his LG distribution. However not all these funds were received by Don, nor were they 
used for his benefit. 
Brian testified during his December 2013 deposition that he believed it was permissible to transfer funds to his 
personal accounts for business transactions, and then make distributions from his personal accounts (111.328-329). 
He also admitted he did this with the LG funds. Thus, any funds remaining after Brian paid Don and his siblings 
remained in Brian's personal accounts or under his control. 
Brian tracked distributions to Don and his siblings, but not to himself. Since Brian paid each of his other siblings 
$500,000, the only issue is how much Don received or benefitted from; any excess funds were in Brian's accounts. 
I performed a detailed analysis of the transactions flowing through Brian's accounts and the two Locust Grove 
related financial accounts (Zions-1620, ING-3564). I also performed a detailed analysis of the flow of funds for the 
$166,000 Brian recorded in Don's Quickbook's files as Don's distribution. 
From these analyses, I determined that Brian received excess cash from closing ($47,698), interest income, 
($53,448) and a portion of Don's distribution ($36,500 to $79,750): 
1. Don received or benefitted from $65,000 to $88,000 of the $166,000 recorded in his accounting records 
as LG Distributions. 
2. Brian received between $631,100 and $654,300, depending on two different scenarios of the amount Don 
received er benef.itted from. This represents an extra $131,100 to $154,300 that Brian received over and 
above the $500,1:100 distrib1:1tion Brian claimed Ol'l his tax return. 
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REVISED OPINION #7: B.RIAN APPROPRIATED CRESTVIEW APARTMENTS' ,ESCROW FUNDS 
In my opirak>I'!, Brian :has failed to substantiate mis elaims that: 
1. RCC Co-tenantstk,anif!d Don $:HS,043.47 in 2007 and 2008, and 
2. Brian was due $41,372;67 for funds advaraced to €restview Apartments. 
Less than two (2) weeks after Don revoked Brian's .power of attorney, Brier:i took $258,658 owed to Crestview 
Apartments (an Exemption 11irust asset) resulting from the release of Crestview Apartmerit's mortgage escrow 
reserve upon satisfaction of the mortgage in April 2009. 
Brian admitted taking $231,793 of these funds and claimed he and RCC Co-tenants were owed these funds by Don 
and the Exemption Trust for loans and expense reimbursement. The records, however, do not substantiate Brian's 
claims. 
In December 2013, Brian testified that he transferred the reserve funds to his personal bank account to repay 







Repay $100,000.00 loan from RCC Co-tenants to Don 
Repay $78,043.47 loan from RCC Co-tenants to Don 
Total loan repayment 
Repay Brian for funds he advanced to Crestview 
Total taken by Brian 
Brian also agreed to provide documentation and support for these transactions. 
Brian's support for the loans to Don was an amortization schedule on which he states "Unable to locate original 
loan interest worksheet so I prepared this. I do not know why the interest calculation does not equal interest 
paid." (2013 Dec -193485 - Defendant B. D. Watkins) The loans are dated November 5, 2008 ($100,000) and 
March 14, 2007 ($78,043.47) which corresponds to the accounting records. However the interest calculation per 
Brian's spreadsheet is $2,062.77 more than Don's interest.payment. 
I attempted to trace the funds flow for these loans from RCC Co-tenants to Don. The $78,043.47 loan represents 
the exact amount of the funds left in Brian's accounting records after the 2004 exchange of the nursir'!g home for 
Country Square. There is no evidence in the bank records that these funds were transferred to any ef Don's bank 
accounts. 
Regarding the $100,000 loan, $100;000.00 was deposited to Access on November 4, 2008 but there are no bank 
records substantiating the source of the funds, so I cannot confirm whether the ·funds were from RCC Co-tenants. 
Over $68;000 was immediately transferred eut: $54,000 to Brian and $14,000 to FRWMET and FRWHT. Another 
$15,000 went to Don, $12,000 was distributed to Don's children and grandchildren and a small amount was used 
to pay Don's taxes. Only a small portion of the funds were used for Don's benefit. 
After his December 2013 deposition, Brian also provided documentation ef the $41,872.67 repayment for funds he 
had advanced to Crestview: "Ledser Balance Detail as of April 13, 2009" (2013 Dec -193484 - l;>efendant B. D. 
Watkins). The ledger he providec:d is substantially different fr0m the Quidkboeks files lile eriginally proc:duced for his 
personal accaunting records. The Crestview Apartments Reimbursements account in his personal Quickbeoks 
indicates Brian was due only $12,478.38 at the time these funds were transferred, which represents an 
overpayment of $28,428.19. By August 20, 2009, the last entry in this account in his O.uickbooks files, Brian had 
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been overpaid $68,311.43 for Crestview reimbursements. Brian has not provided any receipts or-invoices to 
s1:1bstantiate these reimbursements. 
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REVISED ,()PINION #10: SHORTFALL OF PAYMENTS DUE TO DO.N 
this ~sed epinion ,r.ep1aces opl111ion #10 in l\llY Addendum to Expert Wltn.ess ·Report dated Match September 10, 
2013. 
Bpn's was shorted mver $187J)QO and ~e Husband's trust was -horted $ti;~ O!'l a $7QO;OOO ,J.lliY!'l1ent recilived in 
June 2004 related to the nursing home sale. In add'ltion, Bfian :needs te aa!.,jntfor ·the $2-0,000 cash withdr:awal 
and $98,127 ef other distributed funcls that are not traceable In the bank records. 
Correct Actual Over/(Under) 
Distribution Distribution Pa ~111!91lt 
Don $ 272,714 $ 85,000 $ (187,714) 
FRWHT 118,021 111,403 (6,618) 
RMC 16,695 (16,695) 
Brian 5,000 5,000 
WWW 134,500 134,500 
WACO 161,569 161,569 
RVT 21,900 21,900 
RCCI 66,000 66,000 
Cash Withdrawal 20,000 20,000 
Unknown 981127 9111127 
Total $ 703,499 ! 703,499. $ 
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NEW OPINION #11- PURPORliED GIFTS 
Between $4.21 and$6.44 million of Don's assets was transferr.ed hm Don to his ehildreri between 1989 and 2006, 
Which ·left·him in a tenuous ,financial positioR. Brian elaims he made '!gifts" of :Don's assets annuaUy aulile 
maximum ,gift tax exclusion limit until moR told him to stop doing so. Don elaims did not approve any 'lgifts" after 
Rloreli'lte"s death ·in 1988. In addition, Don claims 'he macle the ,gift ,invslving the'L.osµst Greve pr,oper'ty f$3;(!)96 
million) ohly :because Brian misrepreseRted ·Don's .financial pesition. BriaR de mies this claim. 
During an interview on March 5, 2014, Don stated that he and Florence gave gifts to their children and 
grandchildren in the form of promissory notes, but Don stopped this practice after Florence passed away in July 
1998. Don denied any knowledge of purported gifts to his children after Florence's death. Don claimed Brian never 
discussed the matter with him. 
Brian stated in his December 2013 deposition that: 
1. Don and Florence started making gifts in 1979. (111.292) 
2. Don gave gifts to Brian and his siblings annually: "the maximum amount allowed by federal law ... without 
incurring a tax consequence". (111.289-91) Brian also stated that Don gave gifts to RVT Development 
Corporation ("RVT"), which was solely owned by Brian and his siblings, and RVT used the funds to remodel 
a motel. fl.50-52, IV.475-482) 
3. Brian applied Don's gifts first to forgive any personal debt, then to the nursing home personal property 
debt, then to the Real Estate Contracts. (111.289-291) 
4. Don told Brian to stop making gifts at some point prior to Don revoking the power of attorney. Brian's not 
sure when Don told him that but Brian stated it would be obvious from the Real Estate Contract 
amortization schedules. (111.292, 294) 
Summary of Don's Purported Gifts to His Children 
Locust Grove 
ARnual Gift Exclusion 
Anr:iua,1 Gift Exclusion 
Total Gifts 1989-2006 




$ 3il!l96;Ql!l0 $ 3;i:>96;000 
456j000 1,368;000 
660,(!)(!)0 1;980;000 
$ 4,lll,000 $ 6,44:4;000 
$ 3,5S2i0P.O $ 4,464;00_0 
One limitvTwo Umits:Don could gift up to two excliusion Hmlts each 
year. When Don was married (every year except 1989-1991), up to four 
limits could be.gifted eaeh year. 
The $378,000 purported gift to RVT and $55,200to WWW are assumed to 
be included in the annual exclusions. 
Analysis and Assumptions: 
In the books kept by Brian, paymeRts or credits were recorded as gifts from Don to Brian and his siblings, and 
entities they awned er controlled, from 1986 until at least 2006. This is based en review of: the amortization 
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schedules for the -Real Estate Contracts, -the amortization scmedules for -the ,personal propert,y notes for the 1984 
nursing home sale, ~uickbeoks files .(l:999·2009t amd ,tr:iaH:1alance schedules .fr:om dlder acoouatiii\g records 
(199(!)'~). The older aooo1:1mting rrecords, ·thougl:i lncpmplete, rrevea·led a purrparted:gift of $S!i,21i>CHo WWW ·in 1993, 
and Brrian testified .that ll>on and-F,lorence "gifted" •Boise Aviation Pille! ·€a, to ·Brian and :his siblings in 1919. Thus, 
RVT was .r:iot the only entity owned or controlled :by ·Briam and his siblings to receive 'lgitts" of ·Dom's assets. 
Don was nat aware that he supposedly authorized foans and/or .pur,ported to :his diildren, ·RVT, WWW or ether 
entities owned or centrelled'by 1Brian and his siblings after·Flarence's death. Don pur;pertedly,gifted a total ef 
$378,000 to HVT ever six years (2001-2006). 
Two of the gifts to RVT were $120,000 per year, which means Don made two gifts to each of the children at the 
maximum limit, which was then $10,000 per person per year. This would be allowable if either Don's spouse gifted 
to each of Don's children, or Don gifted to the spouse of each of his children. Don was married at that time, so 
either would have been possible without triggering tax consequences. In fact, a married couple can make up to 
four times the exclusion limit each year: one from each spouse to each child, and one from each spouse to each of 
the children's spouses. 
Brian stated in his deposition that he recorded gifts from Don in the form of loan forgiveness credits every year 
until Don told him to stop, presumably in 2006 after the last RVT "gift" was recorded in Don's accounting records. 
Brian did not state how many annual exclusion limits he was applying each year. There is evidence he applied two 
exclusion limits in 2000, 2001, and 2004. He could have done so for other years, but I did not identify specific 
references to them in the accounting records. However, based en Brian's testimeny, at least one, and possibly two, 
gift exclusion limits were met each year from 1989, the year after Florence's death, through at least 2006. 
In 2004, $66,000 was transferred to RCC Investments ("RCCI"), an entity owned by Brian and his siblings. The 
annual exclusion limit for 2004 was $11,000. $66,000 was transferred to RCCI from the $703,498.92 Don received 
after the 2004 sale of the nursing home (see opinion #10). The accounting records do not specify this is a "gift", but 
it is not recorded as a loan or a loan repayment, and there was no outstanding loan on Don's books with RCCI at 
the time, so I am treating it as a gift in this analysis. 
Based on Brian's testimony and acoounting records, whether Don was aware of it er not, Don p1:1rportedly gifted 
between $1,116,000 and $3,348,000 ta his children between 1989 (the year after Florence died) and 2006. The 
lower end of the range represents one gift tax exclusion eacA year and the upper end is two exdusiens. 
Additionally, in 2002-2003, Don gifted 96% of the membership units af Ar!>W, LLC ta his children after trar:isferring 
his Locust Grove property to AOW, LLC. When the property was sold in 2006, the value of tl,iis gift to Ais children 
was $3,096,000. 
Limiting the gifting analysis to the years Brian acted as Don's agent and attorney in fact (2000 to 2006), Don 
purportedly gifted between $456,000 and $1,368,000 to his children, plus the ADW, LLC membership units which 
held the Locust Grove property. 
Impact of Purported Gifts on Don's Finances 
Brian testified in his deposition that RVT bought the Bruce Motel from Don in abeut 1993 for $135,000 because 
"Dad was in need of some meney''. (1.51 and IV.475) However, in the same year, Den purportedly gifted at least 
$55,200 to WWW. It does not seem reasonable that Den weuld borrow money from his children in order to make 
gifts to them. WWW later loaned money to Don in 1998, 2002 and 2003. 
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fr.em i001 to 2006, RVf boiuwed over $400;000 from lilon to•r.emodttl'the motel, and ·Don in ·tum .putr,,ol"tedly 
glf.teEI ~18;001Ha ·RVT. Af.ter 1Brian •nd ;his siblil:IJS sold the me?tel fer-aP.P.rrciJXJmate1y $4SQ,llJOEH1;1 iliiOS, 11lV<H0ii!ned 
li>on $40,l\JOO'becal:ISe ~~d needed money". ·~IV .471} Uie cliilidrren ip,ald ,llJOh $13S)i)OO ·for the motel; •modehaGI it 
With $S7$;eoa afpurported,glfts frar:n ill)ar;i, then sold it for $4Sll!;lll00. 'lihlsver.iture cast·Don $243;000 ar:id"the 
children .made $315,000. 
By the end of 2008, E>on's finandal position was tenuous: 
1, lllon had purportedlygif.ted•between $4.2.1 million and $6M million to his children. 
2. Don owed his children and.grandchildren approximately $220,000 on promissory notes that had been 
established before f.lorence's death. 
3. Don purportedly owed $445,000 to RVT, RCC Co-tenants, RCC Co-owners and other entitles owned by his 
children. (This is based on Don's balance sheet as prepared by Brian, though some of this debt may not be 
valid as is noted elsewhere in my reports.) 
4. Brian had written off at least $158,000 in loans from Don's assets to him, and $15,000 to other family 
members. (Opinion #1) 
5. Don had been shorted $44,000 of principal distributions from the Husband's Trust, between $36,000 and 
$80,000 of the distribution from the sale of the Locust Grove property, and almost $190,000 from the 
funds he loaned to the 2004 nursing home sale prior to the sale being finalized. (Opinions #5, 6, 10, 12) 
6. There was a $1,200 per month shortfall between the contractual payments on the Real Estate Contracts 
and the debt service on the Zions note. The monthly note payment was $11,094. 
7. According to Don, his two lncome,producing assets (Access Mini Storage and Barritz Court Apartments) 
had not been properly maintained and some of the apartment tenants were living rent-free. 
8. Carolyn Pavloff did not receive the payments she was due from the Washington Care Services note, most 
of which would have been paid to Don. (Opinion #4.) 
In short, the effect of Don having between $4.21 million and $6.44 million of his assets transferred to his children 
over 22 years left him in a tenuous financial position. Don denies that he approved any gifts after Florence's death 
In 1988 other than the Locust Grove property, and he believes that was done under false representations by Brian 
(Don's depositior:i 1.48) 
As additional information or :testimony becomes available, I may find It appropriate to revise or supplement this 
opinion:, and the ar;ialyses and conclusions stated herein. I may also be palled ·1:1pon to provide testimony with 
regard to additional data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other parties and/or their 
witnesses. 
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NEW OPINION #12-.REAL ESTATE CONTRACTS 
In l)ec!aration .of Denise McCh:ire in Support of Motion for Summary Judgmerot dated Cktober 9, 2013 
('1Dedaratior:i"i), I stated the balance of the Rea'I Estate Contracts (~Contracts"·) for ·Brian, •Dol!lg and Gene as of the 
defal!ilt date and as af Septerriber 30, 2Cl13. 
In january 2014, ,I re-analyzed the Rea·I Estate Contracts using.a different set of assumptians•based on new 
information obtairied dur;ing Brian's deposition ir:i December 2013.1 al.so corrected the ama1mts reported in my 
Declaration for principal payments made to the Husband's Trust after the default date and Gene's diversion from 
the Real Estate Contract to the personal property note. 
Assumptions used in October 2013 Declaration: 
1. The beginning balance of the amortization schedules obtained from Brian and Sharon was dated 
December 1, 1994. The beginning balance for each of the defendants was lower than it would have been 
had the terms of the Contracts been adhered to from their inception. The reason for this discrepancy was 
unknown, so I calculated what the payment would have been as of December 1, 1994 based on the terms 
of the Contracts, as amended. This added approximately $110,000 to the balance for each contract. 
2. I analyzed bank and accounting records to determine the date each of the defendants stopped making 
payments to Don and to the Husband's Trust. I considered both Don and the Husband's Trust to be in 
default after a missed payment to either one. 
3. Brian, Doug and Gene each diverted $100 to $200 per month from the Contract payment to the 
Agreement for Sale of Equipment ("NH Personal Property Note"). I did not consider this default. 
4. I used a 360 day year as stipulated in the August 31, 1984 Contracts. Brian's schedules used a 365 day 
year. 
Assumptions used in January 2014 Analysis: 
1. I did not accrue interest on the payment shortfall after the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment 
which reduced monthly payments to $1,645. 
2. I assumed the extra $110,000 payments prior to December 1, 1994 were valid. 
3. I corrected the December 2013 analysis for prindpal payments made to the Husband's Trust after the 
default date and Gene's lesser diversion from the Real ·Estate Contract to the NH Personal Property Note. 
The corrections resulted in a lower balance for each ef the defendant's rnotes: A decrease of $112,152 as 
of September 30, 2013, and $17,119 as of the default date of each note. 
The results of both analyses are as follows: 
SUMMARY OF REAL ESTATE CONTRACT ANALYSES 
Brian Doy; G_ene Total 
Default Date 05/02/09 08/02/10 09/02/09 
October 2013 Declaration• 
As ofli)efaultli)ate 802,480 871,642 753,18.1 2,427,303 
As ofr!J9/30/13 1,724,525 1,S13,!li96 1,5421415 4,780,136 
January 2014 Analysis 
As ofDefau(.tDate 235,356 235,356 274.;1382 745,594 
As Df 09/30/13 511,540 414,415 570,141 1,496,096 
As Df 02/01/14 551,074 446,442 614,204 1,611,720 
• IU corrected 
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Second Addendu,n to Expert,,atra• Rfp,rt 
Marth 11, lOM 
Amended Sd1-4!iieB 
Document list 
1. General Power of Attor111ey dated May 16, 1988-[l)on Watkims appointed 1Brian Watkins as.attomey~ln-
fact and c1gerat 
2. GeneFal Power af Attar.ney dated "2004" -Don Watkins, as,JV1an11gi111gMember of AJJ;W,, L.I .• C. 
appointed Brian Watkins as attor-ney-ajn-fact and agent (i8DWC:l(MS6t) 
3. Power of Attorney dated October 24, 2000 - Don Watkins appointed Brian Watkins as attorney-In-fact 
and agent 
4. Three Promissory Notes from Don Watkins to the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust dated December 
10, 1997 (Exhibit 73), and Mortgage dated December 10, 1997 securing the Promissory Notes (Exhibit 77), 
and Satisfaction of Mortgage dated September 14, 2000 {DONW0024925) 
5. Facsimile correspondence from Brian to Allan Bosch dated 10-17-2002 regarding forgiveness of the three 
Promissory Notes from Don Watkins to the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust dated December 10, 
1997 (CSGW007547-48) 
6. Last Will and Testament of Florence R. Watkins (CSGW007031) and First Codicil IDONW0000231) 
7. Financial statements and/or tax returns for Don Watkins, Brian Watkins, Doug Watkins, Gene Watkins, 
BDW Services, Inc., Watkins Contracting Services, RVT Development Corp., WACO, Inc., WWW trusts, 
ADW, LLC, RCC Investments, RCC Co-tenants, RCC Co-owners, Crestview Apartments, Cattle Inc., Boise 
Aviation Fuel Co., and other entitles, including but not limited to balance sheets, income statements, 
statements of cash flow, and trial balance reports 
8. Financial Statements and tax returns for the Florence R. Watkins Marital Exemption Trust and the 
Florence R. Watkins H1:1sband's Trust, and various schedules showing the allocation of assets to these 
trusts and to Don 
9. lir:ial bi,larace reports Bf.Id ·financial stQtements for 1992 thro1:11h 199.8, 'including: (;SGW009248, 
CSGWEJ04388, CSGWQJll, C$GW0043$9, CSGW00436l, CSGWGo4393, GSG~l6$, CSGW-152, 
CSGW004339, CSGWl!J84411, CSG\t\1007219, CSGWOOY.2S6, CSG,WQC>7266, CSGWQ07246, CSGW007233, 
CSGW007256, CSGWGlll9!01, CSGW009186, CSGW7278, CSGW728S 
10. Statement of Settlement dated August 18, 20006 for the sale of the Locust Grove property (,BDW004557) 
11. Form 709 United States Gift (and Generation-Skipping Transfer) Tax Return 2003 signed by Arthur D 
Watkins, dated Octdber S, 2004, 
12. Restated Amendment to l'lolrdlase and Sale Agreement effective August 1, 2006 by A,D.W., LLC. (seller) 
and Jamann, U.C (Buyer) (BDW010253) 
13. Settlement statements, ledgers and other documents related to the 1031 exchange of the nursing home 
property in Seattle, WA for Country Square Shopplr:1g Center (104133-10559 West Overland Road, Boise, 
ID) (CSGWOOSS23 to CSGW005828) 
14. Various documents related to the 2004 sale of Restorative care Center, a nursing home in Seattle, 
Washington owned by Brian, Brian's siblings and other parties, including GOrrespondence involving Dave 
Best: 
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a. ·Oocqmer.it, ,faxed by Brial!I Watkins to 378-9696 ~E: .f.Jle faxed to ·Dave Best" (:CSGW008184 ,to 
CSGW~$QQ} 
b. ~~sponciJ~ce s,ent by Pa1:il J~!!!rs en:bena'lf ¢ CaFr11¥A i~vl!lff to Steve NeJghb~on A1:1J1:1st 
iz, 20~-a •r,dl·mg tie,payments f.n;,m.-Brian to (lamiyn-ur a Wa_sbi_ogton€ai:e :Se~ lile,te. 
c. Scrnedules df ,tlile amounts owed ,to RCC Co-tenants from a 1/ease related to the nlflrsihg 'home in 
s~ttle {:CSGWOQ6247 ,to t5GW006Z49). . . . . 
d. F~iffircom ll),al'!l~I ilif!l!rhi;hrey to ,tl)ave Best da,~d '6,/2~/99 ,(:(!Si$W<ll0705S to CSGWot\17864) 
e. Scliledule Q'f .Qor:it!'SC,: iP21yments ~ Nursing Hame Sa'le ((CSGWl!l07250) 
f. Agreement !Rl,lga ~lii!g -Payment oHndebtedtte,ss ((:S(iW'Oli>4it24•CSGW004130) 
g. Co~pondenc:e 'liletween Dave Best ai:id other par:tles (1013 Dec -193498-193526 - by 
Defendant 11>. D. Watkins, and 193488) 
h. lett-er dated June 29, 2000 from Dave Best that was faxed to George Wadsworth on 6/29/00). 
i. Exhibit A to First Amended Summary Master Agreement (CSGW006278-6280) 
15. Various documents related to the 1984 sale of the nursing home to each of Don's children and other 
parties by Don and Florence Watkins, and the 2004 sale by RCC Co-tenants: 
a. Agreement for Sale of Equipment and Bill of Sale (CSGW004163 to CSGW004171 
b. Real Estate Contract- Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy, 8-31-84 (DONW19384, D0NW19400, 
DONW19416), Amendment to Real Estate Contract, 11-21-97 (BDW10686, BDW10710, 
BDW10705), Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, 12·30-98 (BDW8747, BDW9880, 
BDWS737) 
c. Amortization Schedules for Real Estate Contracts and the Personal Property Sale from 1984 to 
1994, provided by Brian after his December 2013 deposition 
d. Letter f.rom the trustees of the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust to Gene Watkins dated 
February 2, 2011 regarding Gene's default on his Real Estate Contract (CSGW.001366) 
e. Amortizatlon schedules (BDW00160-165, BDWD0154·159, BDW00129-135), purportedly 
maintained by Brian 
f. Amortization schedule (electronic copy of Excel file) provided to me by the conservator's 
attorney; purportedly Sharon provided this electronic copy to the conservator on 10-1-12. 
16. Qulckbooks files for Don, Access, Barritz Court Apartments, D Bar W, Brian, BDWSI, Husband's Trust, 
Marital Exemption Trust, and Oestview Apartments produced by Brian to Steve Neighbors, Conservator 
17. Promissory NG1:e from Don ta Boise Aviation Fuel Co. {201a Dec-193527-193528 and E1DW004152-S3) 
18. Quicken report for Dc;)n's personal account (WF-4983:) dated 11/10/2013 
19. Settlement Statement (estimated) dated 11-26-03 for $140,000 laan from Bank of America to Don 
20. Settlement Statement dated 10/3/08 for sale of property at 2849 East 3025 North, Laytan, UT, and 
related Warr;anty Deed and Farm 1099S 
21. Settlement Statement dated 3/25/03 for property at 2849 East !1025 North, Layton, UT for Don and Stella 
as borrowers and Matthew Summers as Seller, Including Cllult Clalm ·Deed 
22. Real Estate Purchase Contract dated 8/10/07 for property at 1041 E 3400 N, Laytan, UT, including 
addendwms 
23. Defendant Arndld Douglas Watkins' Responses to Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories ("Doug's 
Response") 
24. Variows documents related to the sale Bruce Motel by RVT Development Corporation (CSGW004069 to 
CSGW004075) 
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25. Various (laa,r,ner,i~ ,irel~ted te.•tlile sale ~f 1:ocust GrovejpF!,lpeit.y l,y.A.f>~W., LLC. admitted as Exhibits 
duririg ,the ~pesttlon cf.•$1iam. Watkins :in Oe~mber t@lS . - . 
26, 'fario1:1sdaarments rielate~·fci> WAGO, Inc. ar.ultr:usts :known as "WWW', "WWWl",; 'VIWWt." adm~ as 
Exhibits during ,the dep6$ltloi:1 c::if Brian Watkins in 1Decembei' 21il1'8 
27. .Bar,ik statements, camoelled aliiedk!i, deposit ;Items, :bank .reconclllatlons, and Qthertax and #inanditl 
documents dbtainE!~ di:irins discovery at Gr:andall Sw~lliSGn (,i:le.-$q,n *!nd Witdswoith ·im OQ1:Qber2QU; 
lr.iduding :RCClnvestments, ·RCC·C~tenants, Country Square Shc!>.pping ·Center, 1Belse Altlatlom ·f.111el •Co., 
Crestview·Apartments, f.lorencel.. Watlans Husbancfsmr<1:1st, F.h:>"'r.ice R. WatkinsMaliitat·P:emption 
Trust, various WWW trusts, RVT Development Corporation, SIMCO 'Land & livestock 
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Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of Canyon ) 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS "DOUG" WATKINS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. That I am one of the Defendants in the above entitled matter and as such have 
personal knowledge of the facts contained herein. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the 
matters herein. The testimony in this declaration is based on my personal knowledge. 
3. That I relied upon Brian D. Watkins, as Bookkeeper for Plaintiff, regarding the 
real estate contract and amounts due to the Husband's Trust, created by Florence Watkins' Will 
in 1988. 
4. Upon information and belief, the amount owed on my real estate contract as of 
December 1, 2009, was $205,260.26. This amount is reflected in Exhibit E of the Declaration of 
Brian D. Watkins. 
5. That attached hereto as Exhibit A is my calculation regarding payments owed to 
me by Plaintiff pursuant to the Compensation Agreement, plus statutory pre-judgment interest, 
totaling $268,323.95. 
6. That attached hereto as Exhibit B are four (4) Promissory Notes executed by 
Plaintiff individually and by the Trustee(s) of the Husband's Trust. 
7. That attached hereto as Exhibit C is my calculation regarding the amount owed on 
the four (4) Promissory Notes totaling $24,101.84. 
8. According to my calculations, Plaintiff owes me $292,425.79 as of September 15, 
2014. 
9. I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of 
DECLARATION OF DOUG WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
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Idaho that the foregoing is true and correct. 
EXECUTED this / $ day of September, 2014, in Nampa, Idaho. /! 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the 1day of September, 2014, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
William C. Tharp 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
Attorneys/or Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. (541) 296-6421 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
forD~ 
cmff:\Clients\W\Watkins, A Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Declaration of Doug Watkins in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs SJ.docx 
DECLARATION OF DOUG WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 




Date Int. Date Int. 
Compensation Accrues from Accrues to 
$3,000.00 03/01/09 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 04/01/09 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 05/01/09 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 06/01/09 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 07/01/09 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 08/01/09 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 09/01/09 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 10/01/09 09/15/14 
- $3,000.00 11/01/09 09/15/14 $3,000.00 12/01/09 09/15/14 $3,000.00 01/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 02/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 03/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 04/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 05/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 06/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 07/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 08/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 09/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 10/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 11/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 12/01/10 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 01/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 02/01/11 09/15/14 
e $3,000.00 03/01/11 09/15/14 $3,000.00 04/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 05/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 06/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 07/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 08/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 09/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 10/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 11/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 12/01/11 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 01/01/12 09/15/14 
Watkins v. Watkins 
Compensation Agreement 










































































Date Int. Date Int. 
Compensation Accrues from Accrues to 
$3,000.00 02/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 03/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 04/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 05/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 06/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 07/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 08/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 09/01/12 09/15/14 
- $3,000.00 10/01/12 09/15/14 $3,000.00 11/01/12 09/15/14 $3,000.00 12/01/12 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 01/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 02/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 03/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 04/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 05/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 06/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 07/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 08/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 09/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 10/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 11/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 12/01/13 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 01/01/14 09/15/14 
e $3,000.00 02/01/14 09/15/14 $3,000.00 03/01/14 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 04/01/14 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 05/01/14 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 06/01/14 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 07/01/14 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 08/01/14 09/15/14 
$3,000.00 09/01/14 09/15/14 
Grand Total 
Watkins v. Watkins 
Compensation Agreement 
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PROMISSORY NOTE 
DATE: Jan1J81Y 15. l 
R VALU£ RECEIVED. the undeISigncd (.hereinafter nMaker"). promises to pay on Jmnwy 1S. 2007. in 
of the United states to the order of A Doug Watkins (hereinafter .. Holdet'-,, 4275 S. t Grove. 
83642.or at such other pJi.ce 8$ Holder from timt to time may designate in writing. e principal 
thousand and N0/100 Dollars ($3,000.00). -wi1ii the interosttb.ereon. 
Note beani interest (oomputed on the basis of a 36~ year) on the unpaid principal 
~:ent(6. l %) per annum, payable at maturity. 
may prepay the principal balance in part from time to time or in whole at any time wi 
t hereon shall be credited first to int.en!st then due and the remainder to principal. 
At any time that this Note is in default. then. at the option of Holder, with prior written noti 
t at the 1hen prevailing ahorl-tmn applicable federal rate on a per annum basis as annQUDced 
by the lntemal Revenue Service. provided the applicable interest rate sbail not ex.c:eed the m 
law. 
event Holder seeks assistance in collection of any payment which may become due heJ der. Maker 
pa all costs in~ by Holder in co.nnoct:i.on with such assistance and coll~on including bu not limited 
attoU1!;Y• fee$ iru:um!d whether or not actual proceedings are commenced and. in event suc:h · ere 
oonune¢e4 whether in advance ot: in preparation for or dwing trial. in conneotion with any and all and 
post~· proceedings including collect:ion proceodings. 
hereby waives pre$e11.ttnent,, protest and nonpayment of this Note, and notice of prese:n ent. piotest 
ont,i~m and authorize the Holder. without afieoting J:m 1iamlity hereunder, 1rom time to tint , to renew, 
the time for payment of the Note. to release any of the undersisned or to substitute o add to the 
undicrqlileQ es addffional obJiaom on thls Nob:. 
9001EJ 
shall be construed according to the Jaws of the State of Idaho. If any suit i:s comm 
1ro\lillidns of this Note, the \l'eJlUe of such suit at the option of Holde:r may be wd in Ada County. Id 
Note is in pa)'ll'lent of Note dated January 15, 1978. 
SNDilVM ~noa 
000872
------ ----·--··" ·--·--···------··---,-------e e 
PROMISSORY NOTE 
DATE: January 15, 19 
VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned (hereinafter "Mam"). pron,:i$M to pay on Jamwy IS. 2007, in 
of the United States to the order of A. Doug Watkins (hereinafter "Holdcrj. 4275 s. C'.JtOYe. 
83642,or at such other place as Hohler from time to timo may designate in writing,. principal 
........... __ thousand and N0/100 Dollius ($3.000.00). with the interest thereon. 
Note beam interest (computed on the basis of a 36:S-dey }'CIII') on the unpaid principal 
ccn(6.1%) per amwm, payable at maturity. 
may prepay the principal balance in part :limn time to time or in whole at any time 111it't lhnt 
hereon shall be credit.eel first to~ then due Bild the remeinde:r to principal 
At any time that this Note is :in defau14 then. at the option of Holder, with prior written no · 
• st at 1he then p.teVailing short-term applicable fedml mte on a per annum basis as 
by the lntemal Revenue Service. provided the applicable interest rate shall not exoeed the 
law. 
e event Holder seeks assistanc:e in collection of any payment which may become due herc~ler 
all costs irlcmiod by Holder in (lOl'lffl!(ltion with such assistance and collection including 
atto~I"$ fees incurred whether or not actual proceedings are commenced and, in event such proc~mp are 
whether in ad.YaJWe o( in prepemtion for or during trial, in connection with 1:1J1Y and .U and 
:JUd.11:m~t proceedings including collection proceedings. 
er hereby wmvas presentment. protest and nonpayment of this Note. and notice of presen ent, protest 
OOJJ(.la~ment and auth.ori,:e the Hotcw. without af&cting his liability hemmder, from time to · to renew, 
the time for payment of the Note., to release any of 1he undersigned or to substitute a add to the 
undm&¥1fne4 es additional obligom on this Note. 
N te shall be oons1roed accordmg to the laW1I of lbe Stat.e of Idaho. If any suit is commen 
of this Note, 'the venue of sudi suit.at the option offfoldermay be laid in Ada County, I 
Note is in paynie.nt of Note dated January 1 S, 1978. 
D TED as of the day and year fust written above. 






DATE: Decmnber28, I 
R. VALUE RECElVED. the undersigned (heteinafter "Maker11), promises to pay on 28, 2006, 
ney of the United States to the order of Poug Watkins, a married man a1 hi• i01e separate 
pel'l:}{heJmnarter "Holder''), 4275 South Locust Grove, Meridian, Idaho, 83642,or at such other pla as Holder 
time may d•lSfllte in writing, the principal amount of Three thousand w sixty and NO 100 Dollars 
with the interest thereon. 
Note bears interest (oomputed on the basis of a 365-day year) on the unpaid principal a tat six 
pijlr(:en«6.1%) per annum, payable at maturity. 
M ker may prepay the prindpa1 balance in part from time to time or in whole at any time wit out penalty. 
hereon shall be credited Srst to interest then due and the mnainder to principal. 
I 
I 
At any time that au1 Note 111 an detaull, Lhcn,. .!lt the option of Holder-, with prior written noti 
· at the then prevailing short-term ,ppJieable federal rate on a per IIIDUffl ball1s u mm41W1Qed 
by the Internal Revenue Service. provided the applicable intcnst 11te shall not ~ the rate 
law. .. -.. 
In he event Holder seeks assistance in collection of any payment which may become due h 
agrees t all costs incwred by Holder in connection with auoh ~ and coDection including 
to atto fees incurred whether or not actual proceedings are commenced and, in event .• si.,.ch t,1r 
c:o whether in advance o( in preparation for or durlq trial, in connection with any and all 




s and post. 
er hereby waives preatment, protest and oonpayment of this Note. and notic:e ot protest 
IIOIIIPil»inent and authorize the Holder", without affecting hi$ liability hereunder, from time to to renew, 
the time ft>r payment of the Note, to releue any of the undersigned or to mibttitute o add to the 
as additional obligors on this Note. 
is Note shall be construed according to the laws of the State of Idaho. If any suit i1 commen to enforce 
s ofthi$ Note, the venue ofsuc.h suit at the option ofHolder may be laid in Ada C.Ounty. ld 
D TED as of the day and year first written above. 
---... · 
coo Ill SNULLVM ~noa 8810S9C80Zl XVd 1z:Lo LOOZ/80/10 
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PROMISSORY NOTE 
DATE; December 28, 1997 
.f R. VALUE R.ECBIVED, the undersigned (hereinafter "Mak.er"), promises to pay on 28, 2006, 
I nay of tbe United States to the order of Doug Watkins, a married man as hjs sole and separate 
,nenMherei'nafler "Halder"), 4275 South Locust Grow, Meridian, ldaho 83642,or at such other p as Holder-
from ti to time may designate in writing, the principal amount of Three thousand ~ sixty and N /100 Dollars 
($3, .0 , with the inter-est thereon. 
·s Note bears interest (eornputed on the basis ofa :365-day year) on the unpaid principal mount at six 
(6, 1%) per annum, payable at maturity_ 
-••-• ,,., ·--·~•,•,oJ",,- --' may prepay the principal balance in part from time to time or in whole at any time wit out penalty. 
hereon shall be credited first to interest then due and the remainder to principal 
A any time that this Note is in default, then, at the option of Holder, with prior written noti e, this Note 
crest at the then prevailing shorHenn applicable federal rate on a per anmun basis as need from 
by the Internal Revenue Service, provided the applicable interest rate shall not exceed the 
law. 
In the event Holder seek$ &$sistance in ooUootion of any payment which may become due h 
y all costs incurred by Holder in connection with such assistance and collection including 
fees incurred whether or not actual proceedings are conunenced and, in event such i>rd!Ceew· ngs are 
111C111001i,. whether in advance o( in preparation for or durina trial, in connection with any and all s and post~ 
ceedings including collection proceedings. 
er hereby waives presentment, protest and nonpayment of this Note, and notice of preillent~rt, protest 
•r.tPa:Yme:nt and authorize the Holder, without aftecting his liability hereunder, from time to 
ge the time for payment of the Note, to release &1y of the undersigned or to substitute 
ten:iriru!ld as additional obligors on this Note. 
te shall be construed according to the laws of the State of Idaho. If any suit is com 
s of this Note, the venue of such suit at the option of Holder may be laid in Ada County, I 
to enforce 
·s Note is in payment ofNote dated December 28, 1977. 
D TED as of the day and year first written above. 




Date Int. Accrues 












Watkins v. Watkins 
Promissory Notes 
Date Int. Accrues 
to Int. Rate Per Diem 
09/15/14 6.1% $0.51 
09/15/14 6.1% $0.51 
09/15/14 6.1% $0.50 
09/15/14 6.1% $0.50 











Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 E. Franklin Rd., Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
ISB Nos. 5974, 7997 
kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
mhanby@diniuslaw.com 
e NO._. _ ___,..,,..,..t -
A.M. ___ 'tJ!k:r/7 p 
SEP 1 5 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE VIDAK 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 














WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital ) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital 
Community composed thereof; and ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
Defendants. 









CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
DECLARATION OF BRIAN 
WATKINS 
'.( 
,•,,:• f. \~, 
' \ ~· 
000878
e 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of __ _ ) 
BRIAN D. WATKINS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. That I am one of the Defendants in the above entitled matter and as such have 
personal knowledge of the facts contained herein. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the 
matters herein. The testimony in this declaration is based on my personal knowledge. 
3. That I served as Bookkeeper for Plaintiff from 2000 to 2009. 
4. That attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the real estate 
contract balance ledger I created regarding Donald Eugene "Gene" Watkins. 
5. That attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the real estate 
contract balance ledger I created regarding Janet Thomson. 
6. That attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the real estate 
contract balance ledger I created regarding Sharon Wadsworth. 
7. That attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of the real estate 
contract balance ledger I created regarding Patricia Saliby. 
8. That attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy of the real estate 
contract balance ledger I created regarding Arnold Douglas "Doug" Watkins. 
9. That attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of the real estate 
contract balance ledger I created regarding myself. 
10. The amounts due in Exhibits A-Fare debts owed by the Watkins children to the 
Husband's Trust, created by Florence Watkins' Will in 1988. 
11. I certify ( or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of 
DECLARATION OF BRIAN WATKINS - 2 
000879
Idaho that the foregoing is true and correct. 
EXECUTED this __ day of September, 2014, in ___ , Idaho. 
,A:--lf)~ 
Brian D. Watkins 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the £day of September, 2014, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
William C. Tharp 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile - No. 319-2601 
IZI Email - billctharp@gmail.com 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZI Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
for~ 
cm/T:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Declaration ofBrian.docx 
DECLARATION OF BRIAN WATKINS - 3 
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Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/1994 Balance forward 325,869.68 
1/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,490.89 2,899.11 322,970.57 
2/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,468.73 2,921.27 320,049.30 
3/1/1995 5,390.00 28 2,209.66 3,180.34 316,868.96 
4/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,422.09 2,967.91 313,901.05 
5/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,322.01 3,067.99 310,833.06 
6/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,375.96 3,014.04 307,819.02 
7/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,277.02 3,112.98 304,706.04 
8/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,329.12 3,060.88 301,645.16 
9/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,305.73 3,084.27 298,560.89 
10/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,208.53 3,181.47 295,379.42 
11/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,257.83 3,132.17 292,247.25 
12/1/1995 2,600.00 30 2,161.83 438.17 291,809.08 
61,890.00 365 27,829.40 34,060.60 291,809.08 
Balance forward 291,809.08 
1/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,224.45 375.55 291,433.53 
2/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,221.58 378.42 291,055.11 
3/1/1996 2,600.00 29 2,075.56 524.44 290,530.67 
4/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,214.70 385.30 290,145.37 
5/1/1996 2,600.00 30 2,140.42 459.58 289,685.79 
6/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,208.26 391.74 289,294.05 
7/1/1996 2,600.00 30 2,134.14 465.86 288,828.19 
8/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,201.72 398.28 288,429.91 
9/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,198.69 401.31 288,028.60 
10/1/1996 2,600.00 30 2,124.80 475.20 287,553.40 
11/1/1996 5,390.00 31 2,192.01 3,197.99 284,355.41 
12/1/1996 5,390.00 30 2,097.70 3,292.30 281,063.11 
36,780.00 366 26,034.03 10,745.97 281,063.11 
Balance forward 281,063.11 
1/1/1997 5,390.00 31 2,148.40 3,241.60 277,821.51 
2/1/1997 5,390.00 31 2,123.62 3,266.38 274,555.13 
3/1/1997 2,600.00 28 1,895.56 704.44 273,850.69 
4/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,093.27 506.73 273,343.96 
5/1/1997 2,600.00 30 2,022.00 578.00 272,765.96 
6/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,084.98 515.02 272,250.94 
7/1/1997 2,600.00 30 2,013.91 586.09 271,664.85 
8/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,076.56 523.44 271,141.41 
9/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,072.56 527.44 270,613.97 
10/1/1997 2,600.00 30 2,001.80 598.20 270,015.77 
11/1/1997 2,600.00 31 2,063.96 536.04 269,479.73 
12/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,993.41 606.59 268,873.14 
36,780.00 365 24,590.03 12,189.97 268,873.14 
000882
Gene 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 268,873.14 
1/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,049.61 550.39 268,322.75 
2/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,045.41 554.59 267,768.16 
3/1/1998 2,600.00 28 1,843.65 756.35 267,011.81 
4/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,035.42 564.58 266,447.23 
5/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,965.59 634.41 265,812.82 
6/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,026.28 573.72 265,239.10 
7/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,956.68 643.32 264,595.78 
8/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,017.00 583.00 264,012.78 
9/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,012.56 587.44 263,425.34 
10/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,943.30 656.70 262,768.64 
11/1/1998 2,600.00 31 2,003.07 596.93 262,171.71 
12/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,934.05 665.95 261,505.76 
31,200.00 365 23,832.62 7,367.38 261,505.76 
Balance forward 261,505.76 
1/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,993.45 (448.45) 261,954.21 
2/1/1999 1,545.00 31 1,996.86 (451.86) 262,406.07 
3/1/1999 1,545.00 28 1,806.73 (261.73) 262,667.80 
4/1/1999 1,545.00 31 2,002.30 (457.30) 263,125.10 
5/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,941.09 (396.09) 263,521.19 
6/1/1999 1,545.00 31 2,008.81 (463.81) 263,985.00 
7/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,947.43 (402.43) 264,387.43 
8/1/1999 1,545.00 31 2,015.41 (470.41) 264,857.84 
9/1/1999 1,545.00 31 2,019.00 (474.00) 265,331.84 
10/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,957.37 (412.37) 265,744.21 
11/1/1999 1,545.00 31 2,025.76 (480.76) 266,224.97 
12/1/1999 1,545.00 30 1,963.95 (418.95) 266,643.92 
18,540.00 365 23,678.16 (5,138.16) 266,643.92 
Balance forward 266,643.92 
1/1/2000 1,545.00 31 2,032.61 (487.61) 267,131.53 
2/1/2000 1,545.00 31 2,036.33 (491.33) 267,622.86 
3/1/2000 1,545.00 29 1,908.46 (363.46) 267,986.32 
4/1/2000 1,545.00 31 2,042.85 (497.85) 268,484.17 
5/1/2000 1,545.00 30 1,980.62 435.62 268,919.79 
6/1/2000 1,545.00 31 2,049.96 504.96 269,424.75 
7/1/2000 1,545.00 30 1,987.56 442.56 269,867.31 
8/1/2000 1,545.00 31 2,057.19 512.19 270,379.50 
9/1/2000 1,545.00 31 2,061.09 516.09) 270,895.59 
10/1/2000 1,545.00 30 1,998.41 453.41) 271,349.00 
11/1/2000 1,545.00 31 2,068.48 523.48) 271,872.48 
12/1/2000 1,545.00 30 2,005.62 460.62) 272,333.10 
18,540.00 366 24,229.18 (5,689.18) 272,333.10 
000883
Gene 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 272,333.10 
1/1/2001 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 530.98 272,333.10 
2/1/2001 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 1,061.96 272,333.10 
3/1/2001 1,545.00 28 1,875.08 - 1,392.04 272,333.10 
4/1/2001 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 1,923.02 272,333.10 
5/1/2001 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 2,387.03 272,333.10 
6/1/2001 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 2,918.01 272,333.10 
7/1/2001 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 3,382.02 272,333.10 
8/1/2001 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 3,913.00 272,333.10 
9/1/2001 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 4,443.98 272,333.10 
10/1/2001 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 4,907.99 272,333.10 
11/1/2001 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 5,438.97 272,333.10 
12/1/2001 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 5,902.98 272,333.10 
18,540.00 365 24,442.98 - 5,902.98 272,333.10 
Balance forward 5,902.98 272,333.10 
1/1/2002 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 6,433.96 272,333.10 
2/1/2002 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 6,964.94 272,333.10 
3/1/2002 1,545.00 28 1,875.08 - 7,295.02 272,333.10 
4/1/2002 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 7,826.00 272,333.10 
5/1/2002 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 8,290.01 272,333.10 
6/1/2002 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 8,820.99 272,333.10 
7/1/2002 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 9,285.00 272,333.10 
8/1/2002 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 9,815.98 272,333.10 
9/1/2002 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 10,346.96 272,333.10 
10/1/2002 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 10,810.97 272,333.10 
11/1/2002 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 11,341.95 272,333.10 
12/1/2002 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 11,805.96 272,333.10 
18,540.00 365 24,442.98 - 11,805.96 272,333.10 
Balance forward 11,805.96 272,333.10 
1/1/2003 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 12,336.94 272,333.10 
2/1/2003 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 12,867.92 272,333.10 
3/1/2003 1,545.00 28 1,875.08 - 13,198.00 272,333.10 
4/1/2003 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 13,728.98 272,333.10 
5/1/2003 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 14,192.99 272,333.10 
6/1/2003 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 14,723.97. 272,333.10 
7/1/2003 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 15,187.98 272,333.10 
8/1/2003 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 15,718.96 272,333.10 
9/1/2003 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 16,249.94 272,333.10 
10/1/2003 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 16,713.95 272,333.10 
11/1/2003 1,545.00 31 2,075.98 - 17,244.93 272,333.10 
12/1/2003 1,545.00 30 2,009.01 - 17,708.94 272,333.10 
18,540.00 365 24,442.98 - 17,708.94 272,333.10 
000884
Gene 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 272,333.10 
1/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
2/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
3/1/2004 1,545.00 29 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
4/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
5/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
6/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
7/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
8/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
9/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
10/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
11/1/2004 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
12/1/2004 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
18,540.00 366 18,540.00 - - 272,333.10 
Balance forward 272,333.10 
1/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
2/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
3/1/2005 1,545.00 28 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
4/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
5/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
6/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
7/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
8/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
9/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
10/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
11/1/2005 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
12/1/2005 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 272,333.10 
12/16/2005 1,545.00 15 1,004.51 540.49 - 271,792.61 
20,085.00 380 19,544.51 540.49 - 271,792.61 
Balance forward 271 792 61 
' 
2/1/2006 1,545.00 47 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
3/1/2006 1,545.00 28 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
4/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
5/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
6/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
7/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
8/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
9/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
10/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
11/1/2006 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
12/1/2006 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
12/1/2006 - - - - - 271,792.61 




Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 271,792.61 
1/1/2007 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
2/1/2007 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
3/1/2007 1,545.00 28 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
4/1/2007 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
5/1/2007 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
6/1/2007 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
7/1/2007 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
8/1/2007 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
9/1/2007 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
10/1/2007 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
11/1/2007 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
12/1/2007 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
18,540.00 365 18,540.00 - - 271,792.61 
Balance forward 271,792.61 
1/1/2008 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
2/1/2008 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
3/1/2008 1,545.00 29 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
4/1/2008 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
5/1/2008 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
6/1/2008 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
7/1/2008 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
8/1/2008 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
9/1/2008 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
10/1/2008 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
11/1/2008 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 271,792.61 
12/1/2008 15,725.61 30 1,545.00 14,180.61 - 257,612.00 
32,720.61 366 18,540.00 14,180.61 - 257,612.00 
Balance forward 257,612.00 
1/1/2009 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
2/1/2009 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
3/1/2009 1,545.00 28 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
4/1/2009 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
5/1/2009 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
6/1/2009 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
7/1/2009 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
8/1/2009 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
9/1/2009 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
10/1/2009 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
11/1/2009 1,545.00 31 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 
12/1/2009 1,545.00 30 1,545.00 - - 257,612.00 



































































































































































































































































































Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/1994 Balance forward 281,933.79 
1/1/1995 5,590.00 31 2,155.06 3,434.94 278,498.85 
2/1/1995 5,590.00 31 2,128.80 3,461.20 275,037.65 
3/1/1995 5,590.00 28 1,898.89 3,691.11 271,346.54 
4/1/1995 5,590.00 31 2,074.13 3,515.87 267,830.67 
5/1/1995 5,590.00 30 1,981.21 3,608.79 264,221.88 
6/1/1995 5,590.00 31 2,019.67 3,570.33 260,651.55 
7/1/1995 5,590.00 30 1,928.11 3,661.89 256,989.66 
8/1/1995 5,590.00 31 1,964.39 3,625.61 253,364.05 
9/1/1995 5,590.00 31 1,936.67 3,653.33 249,710.72 
10/1/1995 5,590.00 30 1,847.18 3,742.82 245,967.90 
11/1/1995 5,590.00 31 1,880.14 3,709.86 242,258.04 
12/1/1995 2,800.00 30 1,792.05 1,007.95 241,250.09 
64,290.00 365 23,606.30 40,683.70 241,250.09 
Balance forward 241,250.09 
1/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,839.04 960.96 240,289.13 
2/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,831.71 968.29 239,320.84 
3/1/1996 2,800.00 29 1,706.63 1,093.37 238,227.47 
4/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,816.00 984.00 237,243.47 
5/1/1996 2,800.00 30 1,750.16 1,049.84 236,193.63 
6/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,800.49 999.51 235,194.12 
7/1/1996 2,800.00 30 1,735.04 1,064.96 234,129.16 
8/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,784.76 1,015.24 233,113.92 
9/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,777.02 1,022.98 232,090.94 
10/1/1996 2,800.00 30 1,712.15 1,087.85 231,003.09 
11/1/1996 5,590.00 31 1,760.93 3,829.07 227,174.02 
12/1/1996 5,590.00 30 1,675.87 3,914.13 223,259.89 
39,180.00 366 21,189.80 17,990.20 223,259.89 
Balance forward 223,259.89 
1/1/1997 5,590.00 31 1,706.56 3,883.44 219,376.45 
2/1/1997 5,590.00 31 1,676.88 3,913.12 215,463.33 
3/1/1997 2,800.00 28 1,487.58 1,312.42 214,150.91 
4/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,636.93 1,163.07 212,987.84 
5/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,575.53 1,224.47 211,763.37 
6/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,618.68 1,181.32 210,582.05 
7/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,557.73 1,242.27 209,339.78 
8/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,600.16 1,199.84 208,139.94 
9/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,590.99 1,209.01 206,930.93 
10/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,530.72 1,269.28 205,661.65 
11/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,572.04 1,227.96 204,433.69 
12/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,512.25 1,287.75 203,145.94 





Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 203,145.94 
1/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,548.57 1,251.43 201,894.51 
2/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,539.03 1,260.97 200,633.54 
3/1/1998 2,800.00 28 1,381.41 1,418.59 199,214.95 
4/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,518.61 1,281.39 197,933.56 
5/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,460.17 1,339.83 196,593.73 
6/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,498.62 1,301.38 195,292.35 
7/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,440.68 1,359.32 193,933.03 
8/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,478.34 1,321.66 192,611.37 
9/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,468.27 1,331.73 191,279.64 
10/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,411.08 1,388.92 189,890.72 
11/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,447.53 1,352.47 188,538.25 
12/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,390.86 1,409.14 187,129.11 
33,600.00 365 17,583.17 16,016.83 187,129.11 
Balance forward 187,129.11 
1/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,426.48 218.52 186,910.59 
2/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,424.81 220.19 186,690.40 
3/1/1999 1,645.00 28 1,285.41 359.59 186,330.81 
4/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,420.39 224.61 186,106.20 
5/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,372.91 272.09 185,834.11 
6/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,416.60 228.40 185,605.71 
7/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,369.22 275.78 185,329.93 
8/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,412.76 232.24 185,097.69 
9/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,410.99 234.01 184,863.68 
10/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,363.75 281.25 184,582.43 
11/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,407.06 237.94 184,344.49 
12/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,359.92 285.08 184,059.41 
19,740.00 365 16,670.30 3,069.70 184,059.41 
Balance forward 184,059.41 
1/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,403.08 241.92 183,817.49 
2/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,401.23 243.77 183,573.72 
3/1/2000 1,645.00 29 1,309.09 335.91 183,237.81 
4/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,396.81 248.19 182,989.62 
5/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,349.92 295.08 182,694.54 
6/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,392.67 252.33 182,442.21 
7/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,345.89 299.11 182,143.10 
8/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,388.47 256.53 181,886.57 
9/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,386.51 258.49 181,628.08 
10/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,339.88 305.12 181,322.96 
11/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,382.22 262.78 181,060.18 
12/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,335.69 309.31 180,750.87 
19,740.00 366 16,431.46 3,308.54 180,750.87 
000891
Janet 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 180,750.87 
1/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,377.85 267.15 180,483.72 
2/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,375.82 269.18 180,214.54 
3/1/2001 1,645.00 28 1,240.82 404.18 179,810.36 
4/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,370.69 274.31 179,536.05 
5/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,324.45 320.55 179,215.50 
6/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,366.15 278.85 178,936.65 
7/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,320.02 324.98 178,611.67 
8/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,361.55 283.45 178,328.22 
9/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,359.39 285.61 178,042.61 
10/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,313.43 331.57 177,711.04 
11/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,354.68 290.32 177,420.72 
12/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,308.84 336.16 177,084.56 
19,740.00 365 16,073.69 3,666.31 177,084.56 
Balance forward 177,084.56 
1/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,349.91 295.09 176,789.47 
2/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,347.66 297.34 176,492.13 
3/1/2002 1,645.00 28 1,215.19 429.81 176,062.32 
4/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,342.11 302.89 175,759.43 
5/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,296.59 348.41 175,411.02 
6/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,337.15 307.85 175,103.17 
7/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,291.74 353.26 174,749.91 
8/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,332.11 312.89 174,437.02 
9/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,329.72 315.28 174,121.74 
10/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,284.50 360.50 173,761.24 
11/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,324.57 320.43 173,440.81 
12/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,279.48 365.52 173,075.29 
19,740.00 365 15,730.73 4,009.27 173,075.29 
Balance forward 173,075.29 
1/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,319.34 325.66 172,749.63 
2/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,316.86 328.14 172,421.49 
3/1/2003 1,645.00 28 1,187.16 457.84 171,963.65 
4/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,310.87 334.13 171,629.52 
5/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,266.12 378.88 171,250.64 
6/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,305.44 339.56 170,911.08 
7/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,260.82 384.18 170,526.90 
8/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,299.92 345.08 170,181.82 
9/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,297.29 347.71 169,834.11 
10/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,252.87 392.13 169,441.98 
11/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,291.65 353.35 169,088.63 
12/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,247.38 397.62 168,691.01 
19,740.00 365 15,355.72 4,384.28 168,691.01 
000892
Janet 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 168,691.01 
1/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,285.92 359.08 168,331.93 
2/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,283.19 361.81 167,970.12 
3/1/2004 1,645.00 29 1,197.82 447.18 167,522.94 
4/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,277.02 367.98 167,154.96 
5/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,233.11 411.89 166,743.07 
6/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,271.07 373.93 166,369.14 
7/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,227.31 417.69 165,951.45 
8/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,265.04 379.96 165,571.49 
9/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,262.14 382.86 165,188.63 
10/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,218.60 426.40 164,762.23 
11/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,255.97 389.03 164,373.20 
12/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,212.59 432.41 163,940.79 
19,740.00 366 14,989.78 4,750.22 163,940.79 
Balance forward 163,940.79 
1/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,249.71 395.29 163,545.50 
2/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,246.70 398.30 163,147.20 
3/1/2005 1,645.00 28 1,123.31 521.69 162,625.51 
4/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,239.69 405.31 162,220.20 
5/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,196.71 448.29 161,771.91 
6/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,233.18 411.82 161,360.09 
7/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,190.36 454.64 160,905.45 
8/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,226.57 418.43 160,487.02 
9/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,223.38 421.62 160,065.40 
10/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,180.81 464.19 159,601.21 
11/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,216.63 428.37 159,172.84 
12/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,174.23 470.77 158,702.07 
12/16/2005 1,645.00 15 585.38 1,059.62 157,642.45 
21,385.00 380 15,086.66 6,298.34 157,642.45 
Balance forward 157,642.45 
2/1/2006 1,645.00 47 1,645.00 - 157,642.45 
3/1/2006 1,645.00 28 1,085.41 559.59 157,082.86 
4/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,197.43 447.57 156,635.29 
5/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,155.51 489.49 156,145.80 
6/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,190.29 454.71 155,691.09 
7/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,148.54 496.46 155,194.63 
8/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,183.04 461.96 154,732.67 
9/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,179.52 465.48 154,267.19 
10/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,138.04 506.96 153,760.23 
11/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,172.11 472.89 153,287.34 
12/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,130.81 514.19 152,773.15 
12/1/2006 - - - - 152,773.15 
18,095.00 350 13,225.70 4,869.30 152,773.15 
000893
Janet 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 152,773.15 
1/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,164.58 480.42 152,292.73 
2/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,160.92 484.08 151,808.65 
3/1/2007 1,645.00 28 1,045.24 599.76 151,208.89 
4/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,152.66 492.34 150,716.55 
5/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,111.84 533.16 150,183.39 
6/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,144.84 500.16 149,683.23 
7/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,104.22 540.78 149,142.45 
8/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,136.91 508.09 148,634.36 
9/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,133.03 511.97 148,122.39 
10/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,092.71 552.29 147,570.10 
11/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,124.92 520.08 147,050.02 
12/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,084.80 560.20 146,489.82 
19,740.00 365 13,456.67 6,283.33 146,489.82 
Balance forward 146,489.82 
1/1/2008 1,645.00 61 2,197.35 (552.35) 147,042.17 
2/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,120.90 524.10 146,518.07 
3/1/2008 1,645.00 29 1,044.84 600.16 145,917.91 
4/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,112.33 532.67 145,385.24 
5/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,072.51 572.49 144,812.75 
6/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,103.90 541.10 144,271.65 
7/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,064.30 580.70 143,690.95 
8/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,095.35 549.65 143,141.30 
9/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,091.16 553.84 142,587.46 
10/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,051.87 593.13 141,994.33 
11/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,082.42 562.58 141,431.75 
12/1/2008 15,825.61 30 1,043.35 14,782.26 126,649.49 
33,920.61 396 14,080.28 19,840.33 126,649.49 
Balance forward 126 649 49 I 
1/1/2009 1,645.00 61 1,899.74 (254.74) 126,904.23 
2/1/2009 1,645.00 31 967.38 677.62 126,226.61 
3/1/2009 1,645.00 28 869.10 775.90 125,450.71 
4/1/2009 1,645.00 31 956.30 688.70 124,762.01 
5/1/2009 1,645.00 30 920.38 724.62 124,037.39 
6/1/2009 1,645.00 31 945.53 699.47 123,337.92 
7/1/2009 1,645.00 30 909.87 735.13 122,602.79 
8/1/2009 1,645.00 31 934.60 710.40 121,892.39 
9/1/2009 1,645.00 31 929.18 715.82 121,176.57 
10/1/2009 1,645.00 30 893.93 751.07 120,425.50 
11/1/2009 1,645.00 31 918.00 727.00 119,698.50 
12/1/2009 1,645.00 30 883.02 761.98 118,936.52 
19,740.00 395 12,027.03 7,712.97 118,936.52 
Balance forward 118,936.52 
11112009 I 1,645.00 I (304)! (8,890.99)! 10,535.99 I 1 o8,4oo.53 I 
000894
Interest rate 
Date Amount #days 
2/1/2009 1,645.00 31 
3/1/2009 1,645.00 28 
4/1/2009 1,645.00 31 
5/1/2009 1,645.00 30 
6/1/2009 1,645.00 31 
7/1/2009 1,645.00 30 
8/1/2009 1,645.00 31 
9/1/2009 1,645.00 31 
10/1/2009 1,645.00 30 
11/1/2009 1,645.00 31 



































Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/1994 Balance forward 301,073.36 
1/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,301.36 3,088.64 297,984.72 
2/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,277.75 3,112.25 294,872.47 
3/1/1995 5,390.00 28 2,035.83 3,354.17 291,518.30 
4/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,228.32 3,161.68 288,356.62 
5/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,133.05 3,256.95 285,099.67 
6/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,179.26 3,210.74 281,888.93 
7/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,085.21 3,304.79 278,584.14 
8/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,129.45 3,260.55 275,323.59 
9/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,104.53 3,285.47 272,038.12 
10/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,012.34 3,377.66 268,660.46 
11/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,053.60 3,336.40 265,324.06 
12/1/1995 2,600.00 30 1,962.67 637.33 264,686.73 
61,890.00 365 25,503.37 36,386.63 264,686.73 
Balance forward 264,686.73 
1/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,017.69 582.31 264,104.42 
2/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,013.26 586.74 263,517.68 
3/1/1996 2,600.00 29 1,879.18 720.82 262,796.86 
4/1/1996 2,600.00 31 2,003.29 596.71 262,200.15 
5/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,934.26 665.74 261,534.41 
6/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,993.66 606.34 260,928.07 
7/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,924.88 675.12 260,252.95 
8/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,983.90 616.10 259,636.85 
9/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,979.20 620.80 259,016.05 
10/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,910.77 689.23 258,326.82 
11/1/1996 5,390.00 31 1,969.21 3,420.79 254,906.03 
12/1/1996 5,390.00 30 1,880.45 3,509.55 251,396.48 
36,780.00 366 23,489.75 13,290.25 251,396.48 
Balance forward 251,396.48 
1/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,921.63 3,468.37 247,928.11 
2/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,895.12 3,494.88 244,433.23 
3/1/1997 2,600.00 28 1,687.59 912.41 243,520.82 
4/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,861.43 738.57 242,782.25 
5/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,795.92 804.08 241,978.17 
6/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,849.64 750.36 241,227.81 
7/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,784.42 815.58 240,412.23 
8/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,837.67 762.33 239,649.90 
9/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,831.84 768.16 238,881.74 
10/1/1997 2,673.53 30 1,767.07 906.46 237,975.28 
11/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,819.04 980.96 236,994.32 
12/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,753.11 1,046.89 235,947.43 
37,253.53 365 21,804.48 15,449.05 235,947.43 
000897
Sharon 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 235,947.43 
1/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,798.62 1,001.38 234,946.05 
2/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,790.98 1,009.02 233,937.03 
3/1/1998 2,800.00 28 1,610.71 1,189.29 232,747.74 
4/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,774.22 1,025.78 231,721.96 
5/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,709.42 1,090.58 230,631.38 
6/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,758.09 1,041.91 229,589.47 
7/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,693.69 1,106.31 228,483.16 
8/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,741.72 1,058.28 227,424.88 
9/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,733.65 1,066.35 226,358.53 
10/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,669.86 1,130.14 225,228.39 
11/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,716.90 1,083.10 224,145.29 
12/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,653.53 1,146.47 222,998.82 
33,600.00 365 20,651.39 12,948.61 222,998.82 
Balance forward 222,998.82 
1/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,699.91 (54.91) 223,053.73 
2/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,700.33 (55.33) 223,109.06 
3/1/1999 1,645.00 28 1,536.16 108.84 223,000.22 
4/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,699.92 (54.92) 223,055.14 
5/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,645.49 (0.49) 223,055.63 
6/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,700.34 (55.34) 223,110.97 
7/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,645.90 (0.90) 223,111.87 
8/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,700.77 (55.77) 223,167.64 
9/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,701.20 (56.20) 223,223.84 
10/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,646.73 (1.73) 223,225.57 
11/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,701.64 (56.64) 223,282.21 
12/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,647.16 (2.16) 223,284.37 
19,740.00 365 20,025.55 (285.55) 223,284.37 
Balance forward 223,284.37 
1/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,702.09 (57.09) 223,341.46 
2/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,702.52 (57.52) 223,398.98 
3/1/2000 1,645.00 29 1,593.09 51.91 223,347.07 
4/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,702.56 (57.56) 223,404.63 
5/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,648.07 (3.07 223,407.70 
6/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,703.03 (58.03 223,465.73 
7/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,648.52 (3.52 223,469.25 
8/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,703.50 (58.50) 223,527.75 
9/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,703.94 (58.94) 223,586.69 
10/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,649.41 (4.41) 223,591.10 
11/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,704.42 (59.42) 223,650.52 
12/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,649.88 (4.88) 223,655.40 
19,740.00 366 20,111.03 (371.03) 223,655.40 
000898
Sharon 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 223,655.40 
1/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 59.91 223,655.40 
2/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 119.82 223,655.40 
3/1/2001 1,645.00 28 1,539.92 - 14.74 223,655.40 
4/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 74.65 223,655.40 
5/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 79.57 223,655.40 
6/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 139.48 223,655.40 
7/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 144.40 223,655.40 
8/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 204.31 223,655.40 
9/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 264.22 223,655.40 
10/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 269.14 223,655.40 
11/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 329.05 223,655.40 
12/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 333.97 223,655.40 
19,740.00 365 20,073.97 - 333.97 223,655.40 
Balance forward 333.97 223,655.40 
1/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 393.88 223,655.40 
2/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 453.79 223,655.40 
3/1/2002 1,645.00 28 1,539.92 - 348.71 223,655.40 
4/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 408.62 223,655.40 
5/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 413.54 223,655.40 
6/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 473.45 223,655.40 
7/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 478.37 223,655.40 
8/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 538.28 223,655.40 
9/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 598.19 223,655.40 
10/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 603.11 223,655.40 
11/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 663.02 223,655.40 
12/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 667.94 223,655.40 
19,740.00 365 20,073.97 - 667.94 223,655.40 
Balance forward 667.94 223,655.40 
1/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 727.85 223,655.40 
2/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 787.76 223,655.40 
3/1/2003 1,645.00 28 1,539.92 - 682.68 223,655.40 
4/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 742.59 223,655.40 
5/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 747.51 223,655.40 
6/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 807.42 223,655.40 
7/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 812.34 223,655.40 
8/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 872.25 223,655.40 
9/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 932.16 223,655.40 
10/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 937.08 223,655.40 
11/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,704.91 - 996.99 223,655.40 
12/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,649.92 - 1,001.91 223,655.40 
19,740.00 365 20,073.97 - 1,001.91 223,655.40 
000899
Sharon 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 223,655.40 
1/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
2/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
3/1/2004 1,645.00 29 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
4/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
5/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
6/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
7/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
8/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
9/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
10/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
11/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
12/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
19,740.00 366 19,740.00 - - 223,655.40 
Balance forward 223,655.40 
1/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
2/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
3/1/2005 1,645.00 28 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
4/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
5/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
6/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
7/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
8/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
9/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
10/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
11/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
12/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 223,655.40 
12/16/2005 1,645.00 15 824.96 820.04 - 222,835.36 
21,385.00 380 20,564.96 820.04 (0.00) 222,835.36 
Balance forward (0.00) 222,835.36 
2/1/2006 1,645.00 47 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
3/1/2006 1,645.00 28 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
4/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
5/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
6/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
7/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
8/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
9/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
10/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
11/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
12/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
12/1/2006 - - - - - 222,835.36 
18,095.00 350 18,095.00 - - 222,835.36 
000900
Sharon 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 222,835.36 
1/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
2/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,835.36 
3/1/2007 1,645.00 28 1,534.28 110.72 - 222,724.64 
4/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,724.64 
5/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 222,724.64 
6/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,724.64 
7/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,643.05 1.95 - 222,722.69 
8/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,722.69 
9/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,722.69 
10/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,643.04 1.96 - 222,720.73 
11/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 222,720.73 
12/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,643.02 1.98 - 222,718.75 
19,740.00 365 19,623.39 116.61 (0.00) 222,718.75 
Balance forward (0.00) 222,718.75 
1/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,697.77 - 52.77 222,718.75 
2/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,697.77 - 105.54 222,718.75 
3/1/2008 1,645.00 29 1,588.24 - 48.78 222,718.75 
4/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,697.77 - 101.55 222,718.75 
5/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,643.01 - 99.56 222,718.75 
6/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,697.77 - 152.33 222,718.75 
7/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,643.01 - 150.34 222,718.75 
8/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,697.77 - 203.11 222,718.75 
9/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,697.77 - 255.88 222,718.75 
10/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,643.01 - 253.89 222,718.75 
11/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,697.77 - 306.66 222,718.75 
12/1/2008 15,825.61 30 1,643.01 13,875.94 - 208,842.81 
33,920.61 366 20,044.67 13,875.94 - 208,842.81 
Balance forward 208,842.81 
1/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,592.00 53.00 - 208,789.81 
2/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,591.59 53.41 - 208,736.40 
3/1/2009 1,645.00 28 1,437.20 207.80 - 208,528.60 
4/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,589.60 55.40 - 208,473.20 
5/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,537.92 107.08 - 208,366.12 
6/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,588.36 56.64 - 208,309.48 
7/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,536.71 108.29 - 208,201.19 
8/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,587.11 57.89 - 208,143.30 
9/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,586.67 58.33 - 208,084.97 
10/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,535.05 109.95 - 207,975.02 
11/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,585.38 59.62 - 207,915.40 
12/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,533.80 111.20 - 207,804.20 







Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/1994 Balance forward 298,369.72 
1/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,280.69 3,109.31 295,260.41 
2/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,256.92 3,133.08 292,127.33 
3/1/1995 5,390.00 28 2,016.88 3,373.12 288,754.21 
4/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,207.19 3,182.81 285,571.40 
5/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,112.45 3,277.55 282,293.85 
6/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,157.81 3,232.19 279,061.66 
7/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,064.29 3,325.71 275,735.95 
8/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,107.68 3,282.32 272,453.63 
9/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,082.59 3,307.41 269,146.22 
10/1/1995 5,390.00 30 1,990.94 3,399.06 265,747.16 
11/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,031.33 3,358.67 262,388.49 
12/1/1995 2,600.00 30 1,940.96 659.04 261,729.45 
61,890.00 365 25,249.73 36,640.27 261,729.45 
Balance forward 261,729.45 
1/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,995.15 604.85 261,124.60 
2/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,990.54 609.46 260,515.14 
3/1/1996 2,600.00 29 1,857.77 742.23 259,772.91 
4/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,980.24 619.76 259,153.15 
5/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,911.79 688.21 258,464.94 
6/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,970.27 629.73 257,835.21 
7/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,902.06 697.94 257,137.27 
8/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,960.14 639.86 256,497.41 
9/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,955.27 644.73 255,852.68 
10/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,887.44 712.56 255,140.12 
11/1/1996 5,390.00 31 1,944.92 3,445.08 251,695.04 
12/1/1996 5,390.00 30 1,856.77 3,533.23 248,161.81 
36,780.00 366 23,212.36 13,567.64 248,161.81 
Balance forward 248,161.81 
1/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,896.91 3,493.09 244,668.72 
2/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,870.21 3,519.79 241,148.93 
3/1/1997 2,600.00 28 1,664.92 935.08 240,213.85 
4/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,836.16 763.84 239,450.01 
5/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,771.27 828.73 238,621.28 
6/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,823.98 776.02 237,845.26 
7/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,759.40 840.60 237,004.66 
8/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,811.62 788.38 236,216.28 
9/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,805.60 794.40 235,421.88 
10/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,741.48 858.52 234,563.36 
11/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,792.96 807.04 233,756.32 
12/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,729.16 870.84 232,885.48 
36,780.00 365 21,503.67 15,276.33 232,885.48 
000903
Pat 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 232,885.48 
1/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,775.27 824.73 232,060.75 
2/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,768.99 831.01 231,229.74 
3/1/1998 2,600.00 28 1,592.07 1,007.93 230,221.81 
4/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,754.97 845.03 229,376.78 
5/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,692.12 907.88 228,468.90 
6/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,741.61 858.39 227,610.51 
7/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,679.09 920.91 226,689.60 
8/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,728.04 871.96 225,817.64 
9/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,721.40 878.60 224,939.04 
10/1/1998 2,760.11 30 1,659.39 1,100.72 223,838.32 
11/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,706.31 1,093.69 222,744.63 
12/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,643.20 1,156.80 221,587.83 
31,760.11 365 20,462.46 11,297.65 221,587.83 
Balance forward 221,587.83 
1/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.15 (44.15) 221,631.98 
2/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.49 (44.49) 221,676.47 
3/1/1999 1,645.00 28 1,526.30 118.70 221,557.77 
4/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 (43.92) 221,601.69 
5/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,634.77 10.23 221,591.46 
6/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.18 (44.18) 221,635.64 
7/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,635.02 9.98 221,625.66 
8/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.44 (44.44) 221,670.10 
9/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.78 (44.78) 221,714.88 
10/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,635.60 9.40 221,705.48 
11/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,690.05 (45.05) 221,750.53 
12/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,635.86 9.14 221,741.39 
19,740.00 365 19,893.56 (153.56) 221,741.39 
Balance forward 221,741.39 
1/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.32 (45.32) 221,786.71 
2/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.67 (45.67) 221,832.38 
3/1/2000 1,645.00 29 1,581.92 63.08 221,769.30 
4/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.54 (45.54) 221,814.84 
5/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,636.34 8.66 221,806.18 
6/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.82 (45.82) 221,852.00 
7/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,636.61 8.39 221,843.61 
8/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,691.10 (46.10) 221,889.71 
9/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,691.45 (46.45) 221,936.16 
10/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,637.23 7.77 221,928.39 
11/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,691.75 (46.75) 221,975.14 
12/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,637.52 7.48 221,967.66 
19,740.00 366 19,966.27 (226.27) 221,967.66 
000904
• • e 
Pat 
e 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 221,967.66 
1/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,692.05 - 47.05 221,967.66 
2/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,692.05 - 94.10 221,967.66 
3/1/2001 1,645.00 28 1,528.30 22.60 - 221,945.06 
4/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 46.88 221,945.06 
5/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 39.18 221,945.06 
6/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 86.06 221,945.06 
7/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 78.36 221,945.06 
8/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 125.24 221,945.06 
9/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 172.12 221,945.06 
10/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 164.42 221,945.06 
11/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 211.30 221,945.06 
12/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 203.60 221,945.06 
19,740.00 365 19,921.00 22.60 203.60 221,945.06 
Balance forward 203.60 221,945.06 
1/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 250.48 221,945.06 
2/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 297.36 221,945.06 
3/1/2002 1,645.00 28 1,528.15 - 180.51 221,945.06 
4/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 227.39 221,945.06 
5/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 219.69 221,945.06 
6/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 266.57 221,945.06 
7/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 258.87 221,945.06 
8/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 305.75 221,945.06 
9/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 352.63 221,945.06 
10/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 344.93 221,945.06 
11/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 391.81 221,945.06 
12/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 384.11 221,945.06 
19,740.00 365 19,920.51 - 384.11 221,945.06 
Balance forward 384.11 221,945.06 
1/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 430.99 221,945.06 
2/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 477.87 221,945.06 
3/1/2003 1,645.00 28 1,528.15 - 361.02 221,945.06 
4/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 407.90 221,945.06 
5/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 400.20 221,945.06 
6/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 447.08 221,945.06 
7/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 439.38 221,945.06 
8/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 486.26 221,945.06 
9/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 533.14 221,945.06 
10/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 525.44 221,945.06 
11/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 572.32 221,945.06 
12/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 564.62 221,945.06 
19,740.00 365 19,920.51 - 564.62 221,945.06 
000905
Pat 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 221,945.06 
1/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
2/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
3/1/2004 1,645.00 29 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
4/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
5/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
6/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
7/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
8/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
9/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
10/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
11/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
12/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
19,740.00 366 19,740.00 - - 221,945.06 
Balance forward 221,945.06 
1/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
2/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
3/1/2005 1,645.00 28 1,528.15 116.85 - 221,828.21 
4/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,828.21 
5/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.44 8.56 - 221,819.65 
6/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,819.65 
7/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.37 8.63 - 221,811.02 
8/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,811.02 
9/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,811.02 
10/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.31 8.69 - 221,802.33 
11/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,802.33 
12/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.25 8.75 - 221,793.58 
12/16/2005 1,645.00 15 818.09 826.91 - 220,966.67 
21,385.00 380 20,406.61 978.39 - 220,966.67 
Balance forward 220,966.67 
12/16/2005 - - - - - 220,966.67 
2/1/2006 1,645.00 47 1,645.00 - - 220,966.67 
3/1/2006 1,645.00 28 1,521.41 123.59 - 220,843.08 
4/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,843.08 
5/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,629.17 15.83 - 220,827.25 
6/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,827.25 
7/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,629.05 15.95 - 220,811.30 
8/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,811.30 
9/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,811.30 
10/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,628.94 16.06 - 220,795.24 
11/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,795.24 
12/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,628.82 16.18 - 220,779.06 
18,095.00 350 17,907.39 187.61 (0.00) 220,779.06 
000906
Pat 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward (0.00) 220,779.06 
1/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,779.06 
2/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,779.06 
3/1/2007 1,645.00 28 1,520.12 124.88 - 220,654.18 
4/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,654.18 
5/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.78 17.22 - 220,636.96 
6/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,636.96 
7/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.65 17.35 - 220,619.61 
8/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,619.61 
9/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,619.61 
10/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.52 17.48 - 220,602.13 
11/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,602.13 
12/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.39 17.61 - 220,584.52 
19,740.00 365 19,545.46 194.54 (0.00) 220,584.52 
Balance forward (0.00) 220,584.52 
1/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 36.50 220,584.52 
2/1/2008 · 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 73.00 220,584.52 
3/1/2008 1,645.00 29 1,573.02 - 1.02 220,584.52 
4/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 37.52 220,584.52 
5/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,627.26 - 19.78 220,584.52 
6/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 56.28 220,584.52 
7/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,627.26 - 38.54 220,584.52 
8/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 75.04 220,584.52 
9/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 111.54 220,584.52 
10/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,627.26 - 93.80 220,584.52 
11/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 130.30 220,584.52 
12/1/2008 15,825.61 30 1,627.26 14,068.05 - 206,516.47 
33,920.61 366 19,852.56 14,068.05 - 206,516.47 
Balance forward 206,516.47 
1/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,574.26 70.74 - 206,445.73 
2/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,573.73 71.27 - 206,374.46 
3/1/2009 1,645.00 28 1,420.94 224.06 - 206,150.40 
4/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,571.47 73.53 - 206,076.87 
5/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,520.24 124.76 - 205,952.11 
6/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,569.96 75.04 - 205,877.07 
7/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,518.77 126.23 - 205,750.84 
8/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,568.43 76.57 - 205,674.27 
9/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,567.84 77.16 - 205,597.11 
10/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,516.70 128.30 - 205,468.81 
11/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,566.28 78.72 - 205,390.09 
12/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,515.17 129.83 - 205,260.26 
19,740.00 365 18,483.79 1,256.21 - 205,260.26 
000907




Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/1994 Balance forward 298,369.72 
1/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,280.69 3,109.31 295,260.41 
2/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,256.92 3,133.08 292,127.33 
3/1/1995 5,390.00 28 2,016.88 3,373.12 288,754.21 
4/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,207.19 3,182.81 285,571.40 
5/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,112.45 3,277.55 282,293.85 
6/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,157.81 3,232.19 279,061.66 
7/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,064.29 3,325.71 275,735.95 
8/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,107.68 3,282.32 272,453.63 
9/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,082.59 3,307.41 269,146.22 
10/1/1995 5,390.00 30 1,990.94 3,399.06 265,747.16 
11/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,031.33 3,358.67 262,388.49 
12/1/1995 2,600.00 30 1,940.96 659.04 261,729.45 
61,890.00 365 25,249.73 36,640.27 261,729.45 
Balance forward 261,729.45 
1/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,995.15 604.85 261,124.60 
2/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,990.54 609.46 260,515.14 
3/1/1996 2,600.00 29 1,857.77 742.23 259,772.91 
4/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,980.24 619.76 259,153.15 
5/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,911.79 688.21 258,464.94 
6/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,970.27 629.73 257,835.21 
7/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,902.06 697.94 257,137.27 
8/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,960.14 639.86 256,497.41 
9/1/1996 2,600.00 31 1,955.27 644.73 255,852.68 
10/1/1996 2,600.00 30 1,887.44 712.56 255,140.12 
11/1/1996 5,390.00 31 1,944.92 3,445.08 251,695.04 
12/1/1996 5,390.00 30 1,856.77 3,533.23 248,161.81 
36,780.00 366 23,212.36 13,567.64 248,161.81 
Balance forward 248,161.81 
1/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,896.91 3,493.09 244,668.72 
2/1/1997 5,390.00 31 1,870.21 3,519.79 241,148.93 
3/1/1997 2,600.00 28 1,664.92 935.08 240,213.85 
4/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,836.16 763.84 239,450.01 
5/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,771.27 828.73 238,621.28 
6/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,823.98 776.02 237,845.26 
7/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,759.40 840.60 237,004.66 
8/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,811.62 788.38 236,216.28 
9/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,805.60 794.40 235,421.88 
10/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,741.48 858.52 234,563.36 
11/1/1997 2,600.00 31 1,792.96 807.04 233,756.32 
12/1/1997 2,600.00 30 1,729.16 870.84 232,885.48 
36,780.00 365 21,503.67 15,276.33 232,885.48 
000909
Doug 
Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 232,885.48 
1/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,775.27 824.73 232,060.75 
2/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,768.99 831.01 231,229.74 
3/1/1998 2,600.00 28 1,592.07 1,007.93 230,221.81 
4/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,754.97 845.03 229,376.78 
5/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,692.12 907.88 228,468.90 
6/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,741.61 858.39 227,610.51 
7/1/1998 2,600.00 30 1,679.09 920.91 226,689.60 
8/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,728.04 871.96 225,817.64 
9/1/1998 2,600.00 31 1,721.40 878.60 224,939.04 
10/1/1998 2,760.11 30 1,659.39 1,100.72 223,838.32 
11/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,706.31 1,093.69 222,744.63 
12/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,643.20 1,156.80 221,587.83 
31,760.11 365 20,462.46 11,297.65 221,587.83 
Balance forward 221,587.83 
1/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.15 (44.15) 221,631.98 
2/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.49 (44.49) 221,676.47 
3/1/1999 1,645.00 28 1,526.30 118.70 221,557.77 
4/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,688.92 (43.92) 221,601.69 
5/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,634.77 10.23 221,591.46 
6/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.18 (44.18) 221,635.64 
7/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,635.02 9.98 221,625.66 
8/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.44 (44.44) 221,670.10 
9/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,689.78 (44.78) 221,714.88 
10/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,635.60 9.40 221,705.48 
11/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,690.05 (45.05) 221,750.53 
12/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,635.86 9.14 221,741.39 
19,740.00 365 19,893.56 (153.56) - 221,741.39 
Balance forward 221,741.39 
1/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.32 (45.32) 221,786.71 
2/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.67 (45.67) 221,832.38 
3/1/2000 1,645.00 29 1,581.92 63.08 221,769.30 
4/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.54 (45.54) 221,814.84 
5/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,636.34 8.66 221,806.18 
6/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,690.82 (45.82) 221,852.00 
7/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,636.61 8.39 221,843.61 
8/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,691.10 (46.10) 221,889.71 
9/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,691.45 (46.45) 221,936.16 
10/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,637.23 7.77 221,928.39 
11/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,691.75 (46.75) 221,975.14 
12/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,637.52 7.48 221,967.66 





Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 221,967.66 
1/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,692.05 - 47.05 221,967.66 
2/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,692.05 - 94.10 221,967.66 
3/1/2001 1,645.00 28 1,528.30 22.60 - 221,945.06 
4/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 46.88 221,945.06 
5/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 39.18 221,945.06 
6/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 86.06 221,945.06 
7/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 78.36 221,945.06 
8/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 125.24 221,945.06 
9/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 172.12 221,945.06 
10/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 164.42 221,945.06 
11/1/2001 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 211.30 221,945.06 
12/1/2001 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 203.60 221,945.06 
19,740.00 365 19,921.00 22.60 203.60 221,945.06 
Balance forward 203.60 221,945.06 
1/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 250.48 221,945.06 
2/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 297.36 221,945.06 
3/1/2002 1,645.00 28 1,528.15 - 180.51 221,945.06 
4/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 227.39 221,945.06 
5/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 219.69 221,945.06 
6/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 266.57 221,945.06 
7/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 258.87 221,945.06 
8/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 305.75 221,945.06 
9/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 352.63 221,945.06 
10/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 344.93 221,945.06 
11/1/2002 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 391.81 221,945.06 
12/1/2002 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 384.11 221,945.06 
19,740.00 365 19,920.51 - 384.11 221,945.06 
Balance forward 384.11 221,945.06 
1/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 430.99 221,945.06 
2/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 477.87 221,945.06 
3/1/2003 1,645.00 28 1,528.15 - 361.02 221,945.06 
4/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 407.90 221,945.06 
5/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 400.20 221,945.06 
6/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 447.08 221,945.06 
7/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 439.38 221,945.06 
8/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 486.26 221,945.06 
9/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 533.14 221,945.06 
10/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 525.44 221,945.06 
11/1/2003 1,645.00 31 1,691.88 - 572.32 221,945.06 
12/1/2003 1,645.00 30 1,637.30 - 564.62 221,945.06 




Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 221,945.06 
1/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
2/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
3/1/2004 1,645.00 29 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
4/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
5/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
6/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
7/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
8/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
9/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
10/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
11/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
12/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
19,740.00 366 19,740.00 - - 221,945.06 
Balance forward 221,945.06 
1/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
2/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,945.06 
3/1/2005 1,645.00 28 1,528.15 116.85 - 221,828.21 
4/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,828.21 
5/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.44 8.56 - 221,819.65 
6/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,819.65 
7/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.37 8.63 - 221,811.02 
8/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,811.02 
9/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,811.02 
10/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.31 8.69 - 221,802.33 
11/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 221,802.33 
12/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,636.25 8.75 - 221,793.58 
12/16/2005 1,645.00 15 818.09 826.91 - 220,966.67 
21,385.00 380 20,406.61 978.39 - 220,966.67 
Balance forward 220,966.67 
2/1/2006 1,645.00 47 1,645.00 - - 220,966.67 
3/1/2006 1,645.00 28 1,521.41 123.59 - 220,843.08 
4/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,843.08 
5/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,629.17 15.83 - 220,827.25 
6/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,827.25 
7/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,629.05 15.95 - 220,811.30 
8/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,811.30 
9/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,811.30 
10/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,628.94 16.06 - 220,795.24 
11/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,795.24 
12/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,628.82 16.18 - 220,779.06 
12/1/2006 - - - - - 220,779.06 




Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 220,779.06 
1/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,779.06 
2/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,779.06 
3/1/2007 1,645.00 28 1,520.12 124.88 - 220,654.18 
4/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,654.18 
5/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.78 17.22 - 220,636.96 
6/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,636.96 
7/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.65 17.35 - 220,619.61 
8/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,619.61 
9/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,619.61 
10/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.52 17.48 - 220,602.13 
11/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,645.00 - - 220,602.13 
12/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,627.39 17.61 - 220,584.52 
19,740.00 365 19,545.46 194.54 (0.00) 220,584.52 
Balance forward (0.00) 220,584.52 
1/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 36.50 220,584.52 
2/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 73.00 220,584.52 
3/1/2008 1,645.00 29 1,573.02 - 1.02 220,584.52 
4/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 37.52 220,584.52 
5/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,627.26 - 19.78 220,584.52 
6/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 56.28 220,584.52 
7/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,627.26 - 38.54 220,584.52 
8/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 75.04 220,584.52 
9/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 111.54 220,584.52 
10/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,627.26 - 93.80 220,584.52 
11/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,681.50 - 130.30 220,584.52 
12/1/2008 15,825.61 30 1,627.26 14,068.05 - 206,516.47 
33,920.61 366 19,852.56 14,068.05 - 206,516.47 
Balance forward 206,516.47 
1/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,574.26 70.74 - 206,445.73 
2/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,573.73 71.27 - 206,374.46 
3/1/2009 1,645.00 28 1,420.94 224.06 - 206,150.40 
4/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,571.47 73.53 - 206,076.87 
5/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,520.24 124.76 - 205,952.11 
6/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,569.96 75.04 - 205,877.07 
7/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,518.77 126.23 - 205,750.84 
8/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,568.43 76.57 - 205,674.27 
9/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,567.84 77.16 - 205,597.11 
10/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,516.70 128.30 - 205,468.81 
11/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,566.28 78.72 - 205,390.09 
12/1/2009 1,645.00 30 1,515.17 129.83 - 205,260.26 








Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
12/1/1994 Balance forward 298,369.72 
1/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,280.69 3,109.31 295,260.41 
2/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,256.92 3,133.08 292,127.33 
3/1/1995 5,390.00 28 2,016.88 3,373.12 288,754.21 
4/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,207.19 3,182.81 285,571.40 
5/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,112.45 3,277.55 282,293.85 
6/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,157.81 3,232.19 279,061.66 
7/1/1995 5,390.00 30 2,064.29 3,325.71 275,735.95 
8/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,107.68 3,282.32 272,453.63 
9/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,082.59 3,307.41 269,146.22 
10/1/1995 5,390.00 30 1,990.94 3,399.06 265,747.16 
11/1/1995 5,390.00 31 2,031.33 3,358.67 262,388.49 
12/1/1995 2,723.55 30 1,940.96 782.59 261,605.90 
62,013.55 365 25,249.73 36,763.82 261,605.90 
Balance forward 261,605.90 
1/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,994.21 805.79 260,800.11 
2/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,988.07 811.93 259,988.18 
3/1/1996 2,800.00 29 1,854.01 945.99 259,042.19 
4/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,974.67 825.33 258,216.86 
5/1/1996 2,800.00 30 1,904.88 895.12 257,321.74 
6/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,961.55 838.45 256,483.29 
7/1/1996 2,800.00 30 1,892.09 907.91 255,575.38 
8/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,948.24 851.76 254,723.62 
9/1/1996 2,800.00 31 1,941.75 858.25 253,865.37 
10/1/1996 2,800.00 30 1,872.78 927.22 252,938.15 
11/1/1996 5,590.00 31 1,928.14 3,661.86 249,276.29 
12/1/1996 5,590.00 30 1,838.92 3,751.08 245,525.21 
39,180.00 366 23,099.31 16,080.69 245,525.21 
Balance forward 245,525.21 
1/1/1997 5,590.00 31 1,876.75 3,713.25 241,811.96 
2/1/1997 5,590.00 31 1,848.37 3,741.63 238,070.33 
3/1/1997 2,800.00 28 1,643.66 1,156.34 236,913.99 
4/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,810.93 989.07 235,924.92 
5/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,745.20 1,054.80 234,870.12 
6/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,795.31 1,004.69 233,865.43 
7/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,729.96 1,070.04 232,795.39 
8/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,779.45 1,020.55 231,774.84 
9/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,771.65 1,028.35 230,746.49 
10/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,706.89 1,093.11 229,653.38 
11/1/1997 2,800.00 31 1,755.43 1,044.57 228,608.81 
12/1/1997 2,800.00 30 1,691.08 1,108.92 227,499.89 





Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 227,499.89 
1/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,734.22 1,065.78 226,434.11 
2/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,726.10 1,073.90 225,360.21 
3/1/1998 2,800.00 28 1,551.66 1,248.34 224,111.87 
4/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,708.39 1,091.61 223,020.26 
5/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,645.23 1,154.77 221,865.49 
6/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,691.27 1,108.73 220,756.76 
7/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,628.53 1,171.47 219,585.29 
8/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,673.89 1,126.11 218,459.18 
9/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,665.30 1,134.70 217,324.48 
10/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,603.21 1,196.79 216,127.69 
11/1/1998 2,800.00 31 1,647.53 1,152.47 214,975.22 
12/1/1998 2,800.00 30 1,585.88 1,214.12 213,761.10 
33,600.00 365 19,861.21 13,738.79 213,761.10 
Balance forward 213,761.10 
1/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,629.49 15.51 213,745.59 
2/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,629.37 15.63 - 213,729.96 
3/1/1999 1,645.00 28 1,471.58 173.42 - 213,556.54 
4/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,627.93 17.07 - 213,539.47 
5/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,575.29 69.71 - 213,469.76 
6/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,627.27 17.73 - 213,452.03 
7/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,574.65 70.35 - 213,381.68 
8/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,626.60 18.40 - 213,363.28 
9/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,626.46 18.54 - 213,344.74 
10/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,573.85 71.15 - 213,273.59 
11/1/1999 1,645.00 31 1,625.77 19.23 - 213,254.36 
12/1/1999 1,645.00 30 1,573.19 71.81 - 213,182.55 
19,740.00 365 19,161.45 578.55 213,182.55 
Balance forward 213,182.55 
1/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,625.08 19.92 213,162.63 
2/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,624.93 20.07 213,142.56 
3/1/2000 1,645.00 29 1,519.95 125.05 213,017.51 
4/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,623.82 21.18 212,996.33 
5/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,571.28 73.72 212,922.61 
6/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,623.10 21.90 212,900.71 
7/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,570.58 74.42 212,826.29 
8/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,622.36 22.64 212,803.65 
9/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,622.19 22.81 212,780.84 
10/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,569.69 75.31 212,705.53 
11/1/2000 1,645.00 31 1,621.44 23.56 212,681.97 
12/1/2000 1,645.00 30 1,568.97 76.03 212,605.94 
19,740.00 366 19,163.39 576.61 212,605.94 
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Interest rate 
Date Amount # days 
Balance forward 
1/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
2/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
3/1/2001 1,645.00 28 
4/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
5/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
6/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
7/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
8/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
9/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
10/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
11/1/2001 1,645.00 31 
12/1/2001 1,645.00 30 
19,740.00 365 
Balance forward 
1/1/2002 1,645.00 31 
2/1/2002 1,645.00 31 
3/1/2002 1,645.00 28 
4/1/2002 1,645.00 31 
5/1/2002 1,645.00 30 
6/1/2002 1,645.00 31 
7/1/2002 1,645.00 30 
8/1/2002 1,645.00 31 
9/1/2002 1,645.00 31 
10/1/2002 1,645.00 30 
11/1/2002 1,645.00 31 
12/1/2002 1,645.00 30 
19,740.00 365 
Balance forward 
1/1/2003 1,645.00 31 
2/1/2003 1,645.00 31 
3/1/2003 1,645.00 28 
4/1/2003 1,645.00 31 
5/1/2003 1,645.00 30 
6/1/2003 1,645.00 31 
7/1/2003 1,645.00 30 
8/1/2003 1,645.00 31 
9/1/2003 1,645.00 31 
10/1/2003 1,645.00 30 
11/1/2003 1,645.00 31 


























































































Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount # days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 210,347.48 
1/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,603.47 41.53 210,305.95 
2/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,603.15 41.85 210,264.10 
3/1/2004 1,645.00 29 1,499.42 145.58 210,118.52 
4/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,601.72 43.28 210,075.24 
5/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,549.74 95.26 209,979.98 
6/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,600.67 44.33 209,935.65 
7/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,548.71 96.29 209,839.36 
8/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,599.60 45.40 209,793.96 
9/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,599.25 45.75 209,748.21 
10/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,547.32 97.68 209,650.53 
11/1/2004 1,645.00 31 1,598.16 46.84 209,603.69 
12/1/2004 1,645.00 30 1,546.26 98.74 209,504.95 
19,740.00 366 18,897.47 842.53 209,504.95 
Balance forward 209,504.95 
1/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,597.05 47.95 209,457.00 
2/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,596.68 48.32 209,408.68 
3/1/2005 1,645.00 28 1,441.83 203.17 209,205.51 
4/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,594.76 50.24 209,155.27 
5/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,542.95 102.05 209,053.22 
6/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,593.60 51.40 209,001.82 
7/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,541.82 103.18 208,898.64 
8/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,592.42 52.58 208,846.06 
9/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,592.02 52.98 208,793.08 
10/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,540.28 104.72 208,688.36 
11/1/2005 1,645.00 31 1,590.82 54.18 208,634.18 
12/1/2005 1,645.00 30 1,539.10 105.90 208,528.28 
12/16/2005 1,645.00 15 769.16 875.84 207,652.44 
21,385.00 380 19,532.49 1,852.51 207,652.44 
Balance forward 207,652.44 
2/1/2006 1,645.00 47 1,645.00 - 207,652.44 
3/1/2006 1,645.00 28 1,429.74 215.26 207,437.18 
4/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,581.28 63.72 207,373.46 
5/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,529.80 115.20 207,258.26 
6/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,579.92 65.08 207,193.18 
7/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,528.47 116.53 207,076.65 
8/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,578.54 66.46 207,010.19 
9/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,578.03 66.97 206,943.22 
10/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,526.63 118.37 206,824.85 
11/1/2006 1,645.00 31 1,576.62 68.38 206,756.47 
12/1/2006 1,645.00 30 1,525.25 119.75 206,636.72 
12/1/2006 - - - - 206,636.72 
18,095.00 350 17,079.28 1,015.72 206,636.72 
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Interest rate 9.0% 
Date Amount #days Interest Principal Unpaid Balance 
Balance forward 206,636.72 
1/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,575.18 69.82 206,566.90 
2/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,574.65 70.35 206,496.55 
3/1/2007 1,645.00 28 1,421.78 223.22 206,273.33 
4/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,572.41 72.59 206,200.74 
5/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,521.15 123.85 206,076.89 
6/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,570.91 74.09 206,002.80 
7/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,519.69 125.31 205,877.49 
8/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,569.39 75.61 205,801.88 
9/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,568.82 76.18 205,725.70 
10/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,517.65 127.35 205,598.35 
11/1/2007 1,645.00 31 1,567.27 77.73 205,520.62 
12/1/2007 1,645.00 30 1,516.14 128.86 205,391.76 
19,740.00 365 18,495.04 1,244.96 205,391.76 
Balance forward 205,391.76 
1/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,565.69 79.31 205,312.45 
2/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,565.09 79.91 205,232.54 
3/1/2008 1,645.00 29 1,463.54 181.46 205,051.08 
4/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,563.09 81.91 204,969.17 
5/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,512.07 132.93 204,836.24 
6/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,561.46 83.54 204,752.70 
7/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,510.47 134.53 204,618.17 
8/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,559.79 85.21 204,532.96 
9/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,559.14 85.86 204,447.10 
10/1/2008 1,645.00 30 1,508.22 136.78 204,310.32 
11/1/2008 1,645.00 31 1,557.45 87.55 204,222.77 
12/1/2008 15,825.61 30 1,506.56 14,319.05 189,903.72 
33,920.61 366 18,432.57 15,488.04 189,903.72 
Balance forward 189,903.72 
1/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,447.63 197.37 189,706.35 
2/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,446.12 198.88 189,507.47 
3/1/2009 1,645.00 28 1,304.81 340.19 189,167.28 
4/1/2009 1,645.00 31 1,442.01 202.99 188,964.29 
5/1/2009 30 1,394.00 (1,394.00 190,358.29 
6/1/2009 31 1,451.09 (1,451.09 191,809.38 
7/1/2009 30 1,414.99 (1,414.99 193,224.37 
8/1/2009 31 1,472.94 (1,472.94) 194,697.31 
9/1/2009 31 1,484.17 (1,484.17 196,181.48 
10/1/2009 30 1,447.24 (1,447.24 197,628.72 
11/1/2009 - 31 1,506.51 (1,506.51 199,135.23 
12/1/2009 - 30 1,469.03 (1,469.03 200,604.26 
6,580.00 365 17,280.54 (10,700.54 200,604.26 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"), by and through his attorneys of record, Hawley 
Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this Response to Affidavit of Donald Eugene 
Watkins and Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
against Donald Eugene Watkins. 
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO OBJECTION AND AFFIDAVIT OF DONALD EUGENE 
WATKINS AND PLAINTIFF'S SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 




I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
In Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Partial MSJ Motion"), filed 
October 9, 2013, and in his Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment filed on April 7, 2014, Plaintiff asked the Court to: (1) grant summary 
judgment in favor of Don on his claim that Defendants, including Donald Eugene Watkins 
("Gene"), are in material breach of their respective real estate contracts to pay Don for their 
share of the purchase price of certain real property and improvements located in Seattle, 
1 
Washington (the "Property") ; and (2) declare void a series of agreements that Plaintiff's son 
and former attorney-in-fact, Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian") executed, without authority, 
purporting to obligate Don to make payments of $3,000.00 per month to each of Brian, Brian's 
spouse (Defendant Robynlee Watkins ("Robynlee")), Brian's brother (Defendant Arnold 
Douglas Watkins), and Gene for life, and if applicable, to their surviving spouses for their lives 
(each a "Compensation Agreement" and, collectively, the "Compensation Agreements"). 
Gene has not filed any substantive briefing opposing the Partial MSJ Motion against him. 
Rather, on September 11, 2014, Gene filed a one-paragraph Objection To Plaintiff's Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Gene's Objection") simply making the conclusory and 
unsupported assertion that "there are material facts in dispute between the parties and therefor 
the Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment is not appropriate and should be denied." 
Gene's Objection, p. 2. 
1 The real estate contracts that Defendants Doug, Brian, and Gene have with Don to purchase the nursing home real 
property and appurtenances in Seattle, Washington, are each individually referred to as a "Nursing Home 
Contract" and, collectively, as the "Nursing Home Contracts." 
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In support of his objection, Gene also filed an Affidavit in Opposition to Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Gene's Affidavit"). Gene's Affidavit contains several 
statements that are inadmissible, and it wholly fails to establish the existence of a genuine issue 
of material fact necessary to defeat the Partial MSJ Motion. 
II. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD 
Under I.R.C.P. 56, summary judgment is proper "if the pleadings, depositions, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law." I.R.C.P. 
56(c); Shea v. Kevic Corporation,_ Idaho_, 328 P.3d 520,524 (Idaho 2014). 
In Shea, the Supreme Court stated: 
The party initially bringing the motion has the burden to prove that no genuine 
issues of material fact exist and that it is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 
After the moving party meets this burden, the burden shifts to the nonmoving 
party to show the existence of a genuine issue of material fact. This Court will 
construe the record in the light most favorable to the party opposing the motion, 
drawing all reasonable inferences in that party's favor. However, the adverse 
party may not rest upon mere allegations in the pleadings, but must set forth by 
affidavit specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial. 
Id. at 524-25 (citing Gagnon v. W. Bldg. Maint., Inc., 155 Idaho 112, 114-15, 306 P.3d 
197, 199-200 (2013) (quoting Boise Mode, LLC v. Donahoe Pace & Partners Ltd., 154 
Idaho 99, 103-04, 294 P.3d 1111, 1115-16 (2013) [Emphasis Added]. "Circumstantial 
evidence can create a genuine issue of material fact. ... However, the non-moving party 
may not rest on a mere scintilla of evidence." Shea at 525 (citing ParkWest Homes, LLC, 
v. Barnson, 154 Idaho 678, 682, 302 P.3d 18, 22 (2013). 
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Gene has presented no credible admissible evidence of specific facts showing there is a 
genuine issue of material fact for trial. Gene's Objection merely makes a conclusory statement 
that "there are material facts in dispute between the parties" (Gene's Objection, p. 2), but makes 
no attempt to set forth what specific facts exist to show there is a genuine issue for trial. As is 
provided in the authorities cited above, this conclusory statement is not sufficient to establish the 
existence of a genuine issue of material fact for trial. 
Likewise, Gene's Affidavit fails to show there is a genuine issue for trial. It purports to 
address two issues that are the subject of Plaintiff's Partial MSJ Motion. The first issue relates to 
the validity of the so-called Compensation Agreement that was executed by Brian purportedly 
under a power of attorney that Plaintiff had given Brian for the purpose of managing Plaintiff's 
business enterprises and subsequently revoked when Plaintiff discovered mismanagement and 
defalcations of Plaintiff's assets. 
In Gene's Affidavit, he alleges that he fell and was injured "while working for the 
Plaintiff, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS" in 1976, and he describes the injuries that he 
purportedly suffered in that fall. Gene's Affidavit, <J[<J[ 2-5. He then states, "[b]eginning in 1988, 
your affiant was paid $3,000.00 per month for the injuries received while working for the 
Plaintiff, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS." Gene's Affidavit, <J[ 6. Gene provides no facts to 
support his conclusory allegation that payments he supposedly began receiving in 1988, 12 years 
after the fall, were compensation for the injuries he allegedly suffered in the fall. 
In fact, Gene was not "working for the Plaintiff, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS" at the 
time of his injury; he was working as an employee of Boise Air Service, an assumed business 
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name for Boise Aviation Fuel Co., an Idaho corporation. Gene filed a Workers Compensation 
claim for the injuries suffered in the 1976 fall, had his medical bills paid, received an impairment 
rating and received a lump sum settlement for those injuries in 1977. Tr. of Deposition of 
Donald Eugene Watkins, 11/4/2013, 53:9-55: 18 ("Gene's Deposition"), attached to the Second 
Declaration of Merlyn W. Clark concurrently filed herein. There is no evidence that Gene 
received compensation for those injuries from Don. 
Gene claims he did receive from Don a monthly payment of $3,000 from about 1993 to 
1998 to provide assistance to Gene when he was burned in a non-work-related fire and could not 
work. Gene's Deposition, pp. 49:10-19 and 51:15-24. He also received compensation for 
assisting with the management of one of Don's enterprises, Crestview Apartments in Seattle, 
Washington ("Crestview"). Gene began working there in 1998 and was paid $3,000 per month, 
"in one form or another" from 1998 to 2009, when he was terminated. The payments came from 
Crestview in the amount of $1,978 per month and the remainder of the $3,000 came from Don. 
Gene's Deposition, 48:16-49:18. Gene's compensation for his work at Crestview stopped when 
his employment was terminated. Id. There is no credible admissible evidence that Gene's 
compensation from 1993 to 2009 had anything to do with any injuries he may have suffered in a 
fall at the airport in 1976. 
With respect to his so-called Compensation Agreement, Gene states in his Affidavit that 
he had no knowledge that Brian did not have authority to enter into the Agreement on Plaintiff's 
behalf. Gene's Affidavit, '17. This statement is irrelevant and inadmissible. Gene makes no 
attempt to establish that Brian had any authority, actual or apparent, to execute and deliver the 
Compensation Agreement to Gene. Moreover, Gene fails to even address the fact that the power 
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of attorney does not expressly authorize Brian to make gifts of his father's assets to his siblings, 
which power must be expressly set forth in the power of attorney under Idaho law. J.C. § 15-12-
201; see also 3 Am Jur. 2d Agency, § 83 ("A general power of attorney authorizing an agent to 
convey property does not authorize an agent to make a gift of the property or to transfer it 
without obtaining consideration for the principal." (collecting citations)). Gene also falsely 
swears that he signed the Compensation Agreement when an examination of the document 
shows it was signed only by Brian. See, Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of 
Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit 0, filed herein October 9, 2013. 
The second issue addressed in Gene's Affidavit is whether he is in default of the Nursing 
Home Contract dated August 31, 1984, between Gene (as purchaser) and his parents (as seller). 
Gene states in his Affidavit that "I do not believe that I owe any monies to the Plaintiff on the 
nursing home contract." Gene's Affidavit, ')[ 8. He then argues his "belief' by stating that 
"Attached hereto as Exhibit 'B' is a Second Real Estate Contract Amendment signed by 
Plaintiff, ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, in which Paragraph Con Page 1 indicates that the 
Contract Vendors which are ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS and the Trustees of the 
FLORENCE R. WATKINS HUSBAND'S TRUST have little or no true or net equity left owing 
to them on these several contracts." Id. 
Gene's statement regarding his "belief' is irrelevant and inadmissible. Gene's 
conclusory and unfounded allegations are argumentative, as the document speaks for itself, and 
are likewise inadmissible. And nothing contained in either statement establishes specific facts 
showing there is a genuine issue of fact for trial on the issue of whether Gene is in default on his 
Nursing Home Contract. Moreover; Gene fails to direct the Court's attention to the following 
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paragraphs in the document, particularly paragraph 1, which clearly states that payments will 
continue on the Nursing Home Contract from January of 1999 at the reduced rate of $1,645.00 
per month until Gene's Nursing Home Contract is fully paid in accordance with the regularly 
scheduled payoff. There is no logical or reasonable basis to assume or infer from the language in 
the document that Gene has no further obligation under his Nursing Home Contract. Gene again 
fails to establish the existence of a genuine issue of material fact for trial on the issue of his 
default under the terms of his Nursing Home Contract. 
As is established in Plaintiff's prior filings in support of Plaintiff's Partial MSJ, Gene was 
in default on his Nursing Home Contract as of September 2, 2009. In her Declaration, Plaintiff's 
forensic accounting expert, Denise McClure, stated that, after reviewing the pertinent records, 
she concluded that Gene went into default on his Nursing Home Contract on September 2, 2009, 
when he failed to make the full and timely monthly payment due on September 1, 2009. 
McClure MSJ Deel., <J[<J[ 10-11. Gene does not and cannot rebut that evidence. As he testified in 
his deposition, he does not know whether he is in default under the Nursing Home Contract or 
the amount of such default. Gene's Deposition, 107: 19-108:2, 110:4-8. This testimony is 
consistent with Gene's Answer to the First Amended Complaint, in which he stated he was 
unaware of whether he had defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract and was unaware of 
whether he was making his payments. First Am. Compl., <J[<J[ 147-49; Gene Answer, <J[ II. 
Since Gene does not present any admissible evidence to establish that he made his full 
monthly payment on September 1, 2009, and, thus, rebut the evidence presented by Plaintiff, the 
Court should grant summary judgment to Plaintiff on Count 12 of the First Amended Complaint 
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as to liability by holding that Gene defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of September 2, 
2009. 
In addition to granting summary judgment as to liability, this Court should also grant 
summary judgment as to damages against Gene. This Court can confidently enter such an award 
because Plaintiff's Conservator has calculated the minimum amounts that Gene owes under his 
Nursing Home Contract and about which there is no genuine issue of material fact. 
For the purpose of resolving Plaintiff's breach claims without trial, the Conservator 
calculated the minimum amounts that Gene owes under his Nursing Home Contract. Supp. 
Neighbors Deel. in Supp. Pl. 's Mot. Partial Summ. J. ("Supp. Neighbors Deel."), <J[<J[ 2, 13. 
Plaintiff's Conservator designed his calculation to negate any potential factual issue that might 
2 
obstruct summary judgment in Don's favor as to damages. Id., <J[ 13. To ensure that no material 
issue of fact exists, Conservator construed every assumption in favor of Defendants. Gene owes 
at least $674,285.84 as of March 1, 2014. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
The pleadings, depositions, and admissions on file in this case, together with the 
affidavits that have been filed in support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
clearly show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the Plaintiff, as the 
moving party, is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law on both issues: 1) the avoidance of the 
Compensation Agreement to Gene and 2) Gene's default of his Nursing Home Contract with the 
Plaintiff. The evidence submitted by Plaintiff in support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial 
2 
Nothing in this Memorandum or supporting Declarations should be construed to suggest that Doug, Brian, or Gene 
are entitled to any of the inferences or assumptions in Mr. Neighbors' Supplemental Declaration. 
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Summary Judgment clearly establishes that Gene has no legal right to enforce the Compensation 
Agreement that was executed and delivered to him by his brother, Brian, who had absolutely no 
authority to do so. The Compensation Agreement is clearly void and should be declared void by 
this Court. Gene has failed to set forth by affidavit specific admissible facts showing there is a 
genuine issue of material fact for trial on this issue. Likewise, the evidence submitted by 
Plaintiff in support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment clearly establishes that 
Gene is in default under the terms of his Nursing Home Contract and owes as damages the 
minimum amounts calculated by Plaintiff's Conservator. Gene has failed to set forth by affidavit 
specific admissible facts sho~ there is a genuine issue of material fact for trial on this issue. 
DATED THI~ -=cfay of September, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
I\KP1::.t"l.7n w. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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) ________________ ) 
I. INTRODUCTION 
• 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don" or "Plaintiff'), by and through his 
counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this Objections and 
Motion to Strike the Affidavit of William C. Tharp ("Tharp Affidavit") and Certain Testimony of 
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William C. Tharp in his Affidavit dated September 19, 2014, In Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "A" and all unfounded statements in Defendants' 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Motion to Strike Tharp 
Testimony"). 
The Tharp Affidavit contains statements that are inadmissible under Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure ("I.R.C.P.") 56(c) & (e), certain Idaho Rules of Evidence ("I.R.E."), and other governing law 
and amounts to little more than counsel testifying. This Court should apply these rules and other 
applicable law to strike and disregard the Tharp Affidavit as well as the inadmissible statements of 
William C. Tharp and related arguments contained in Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee 
Watkins Opposition to Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Brian & Virginia 
Opposition Memo"). 
Defendants have merely attached Exhibit "A" to the Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo, rather 
than with an affidavit or declaration as required by I.R.C.P. 56(c) and (e) and I.R.E. 901. The failure to 
comply with the governing rules renders this document inadmissible. Exhibit "A" and its contents also 
constitute inadmissible hearsay. Furthermore, the statements contained in Exhibit "A" are irrelevant 
because they are too remote and do not relate to the relevant time period. Exhibit "A" should be 
stricken; all arguments that are based on the content of such document should be disregarded by the 
court when it considers the Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. l.R.C.P. 56(c) 
and (e). 
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II. LEGAL STANDARD OF ADMISSIBILITY 
Under I.R.C.P. 56, summary judgment is proper "if the pleadings, depositions, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law." I.R.C.P. 
56(c); Shea v. Kevic Corporation,_ Idaho_, 328 P.3d 520, 524 (2014). In Shea, the 
Supreme Court stated: 
The party initially bringing the motion has the burden to prove that no genuine 
issues of material fact exist and that it is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 
After the moving party meets this burden, the burden shifts to the nonmoving 
party to show the existence of a genuine issue of material fact. This Court will 
construe the record in the light most favorable to the party opposing the motion, 
drawing all reasonable inferences in that party's favor. However, the adverse 
party may not rest upon mere allegations in the pleadings, but must set forth by 
affidavit specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial. 
Id. at 524-25 (quotation omitted; emphasis added). 
"Summary judgment proceedings are decided on the basis of admissible evidence." Id. at 
524 (citing Campbell v. Kvamme, 155 Idaho 692,696,316 P.3d 104, 108 (2013)). Hence, "[t]he 
admissibility of evidence contained in affidavits and depositions in support of or in opposition to 
a motion for summary judgment is a threshold matter before applying the liberal construction 
and reasonable inferences rule to determine whether the evidence creates a genuine issue of 
material fact for trial." Id. (citing Fragnella v. Petrovich, 153 Idaho 266,271,281 P.3d 103, 108 
(2012)). 
The standard of admissibility in a summary judgment proceeding is governed by Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 56(e), which provides that: 
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Supporting or opposing affidavits shall be made on personal knowledge, shall 
set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall show 
affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to the matters stated 
therein .... 
I.R.C.P. 56(e) (emphasis added); Shea, 328 P.3d at 524 (citing Campbell, 155 Idaho at 696,316 P.3d at 
108). 
Rule 56(e) is clear that affidavits must contain admissible evidence. Id.; See also Hecla Mining 
Co. v. Star-Morning Mining Co., 122 Idaho 778, 782, 839 P.2d 1192 (1992). In Hecla Mining, the 
Idaho Supreme Court held that affidavits which consist only of conjecture, conclusory allegations as to 
ultimate facts, or conclusions of law are to be disregarded. Id. Furthermore, conclusory statements, 
statements based on hearsay, statements that lack adequate foundation, and statements not made on 
personal knowledge are insufficient. See State v. Shama Resources Ltd. Partners, 127 Idaho 267,271, 
899 P.2d 977 (1995). In Shama Resources, the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the trial court's rejection 
of statements made by an affiant regarding the knowledge or beliefs of persons other than the affiant. 
127 Idaho at 271. 
Further, in Sprinkler Irrigation Co. v. John Deere Ins. Co., 139 Idaho 691, 85 P.3d 667 (2004), 
the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed striking the witness's affidavit wherein the affidavit contained 
rambling, nonspecific, inaccurate and unsupported statements, numerous counts of speculation, 
unfounded facts and hearsay statements. Id. at 697. The Idaho Supreme Court stated that the district 
court properly concluded that the witness' affidavit degenerated into an argumentative diatribe against 
the defendant and often lacked the specificity required by Rule 56(e). Specifically, the court stated, "It 
is intermittently generalized, conclusory, speculative and argumentative. The affidavit includes a 
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significant number of factual assertions that would not be admissible in evidence, often lacking 
foundation by failing to show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify regarding the factual 
allegations." Id. The Sprinkler Irrigation case involved an affidavit by an expert witness, but the rulings 
of the Court in that case are equally applicable to an affidavit by a lay witness. 
Moreover, under Idaho law, an opinion of a witness that calls for a legal conclusion is not 
admissible in the courts of Idaho. Martin v. Hackworth, 127 Idaho 68, 896 P.2d 976 (1995); Hawkins v. 
Chandler, 88 Idaho 20,396 P.2d 123 (1964). 
III. OBJECTION TO THE THARP AFFIDAVIT 
A. The Entire Tharp Affidavit Should Be Stricken 
The Tharp Affidavit is nothing more than a legal brief containing unfounded conclusory 
statements and legal arguments. It should be totally stricken and disregarded by the court. The rules that 
govern summary judgment proceedings in Idaho require the adverse party to provide the court "by 
affidavit specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial." I.R.C.P. 56(c); Shea v. Kevic 
Corporation,_ Idaho_, 328 P.3d 520, 524 (2014). To be admissible, such affidavits "must be 
made on personal knowledge, shall set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall 
show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to the matters stated therein." I.R.C.P. 56(e); 
Posey v. Ford Motor Credit Co., 141 Idaho 477,483, 111 P.3d 162, 168 (Ct. App. 2005). 
The Tharp Affidavit consists only of conclusory allegations and argument as to ultimate facts or 
conclusions of law and should be disregarded. Hecla Mining Co. Star Morning Mining Co., 122 Idaho 
778, 782, 839 P.2d 1192, 1196 (1992). Furthermore, in addition to the inadmissible conclusory 
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statements, it contains statements based on inadmissible hearsay, statements that lack adequate 
foundation, statements not made on personal knowledge, and statements that are hearsay, all of which 
should also be disregarded. Gerdon v. Rydalch, 153 Idaho 237,246,280 P.3d 740, 749 (2012). 
Striking the Tharp Affidavit is the appropriate remedy where it is filled with nonspecific, 
inaccurate and unsupported statements, unfounded facts and hearsay statements. It contains 
argumentative statements and lacks the specificity required by Rule 56(e). In Sprinkler Irrigation Co. v. 
John Deere Ins. Co., 139 Idaho 691, 85 P.3d 667 (2004), the Court affirmed the district court's action 
striking the witness' affidavit where it was filled with rambling, nonspecific inaccurate and unsupported 
statement, numerous counts of speculation, unfounded facts and hearsay statements. The Court in 
Sprinkler stated, "It is intermittently generalized, conclusory, speculative and argumentative. The 
affidavit includes a significant number of factual assertions that would not be admissible in evidence, 
often lacking foundation by failing to show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify 
regarding the factual allegations." Id. The Tharp Affidavit is similarly defective. The Court should strike 
it in its entirety. 
B. Alternatively, Certain Statements Within the Tharp Affidavit Should Be Stricken 
Although the entire affidavit should be stricken, Plaintiff alternatively objects and moves to 
strike the following specific statements in the Tharp Affidavit. The objections stated herein are based on 
the above citations of authority, I.R.C.P. 56(c) & (e), I.R.E. 401 & 402 (Relevance), 403 (Unfair 
Prejudice), 602 (Personal Knowledge), 701 (Opinions of Lay Witnesses), 802 (Hearsay), and 901 
(Authentication). 
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Contrary to the presentations of the Statement is argumentative and lacks 
Plaintiffs, Defendants, Brian D. Watkins the specificity required by Rule 56(e); 
and Robynlee Watkins entered into any it lacks adequate foundation for 
contract or agreement between personal knowledge; it is irrelevant 
Defendants and Plaintiff in good faith. because it fails to identify the contract 
or agreement referenced in the 
statement; it consists of conclusory 
allegations and speculation; and it 
contains an inadmissible legal 
opinion. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins, along with Statement lacks adequate foundation 
his brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were for personal knowledge; contains 
among a number of parties who inadmissible hearsay; and is vague as 
purchased an undivided interest in the to, e.g., "a number of parties." 
property from his father Arthur Donald 
(Don) Watkins and his late wife, 
Florence Watkins, both collectively as 
undivided Sellers. 
The parties submitted (sp) the Nursing Statement is nonsensical. Plaintiff 
Home contracts twice, eventually assumes the affiant meant to say the 
reducing the monthly payments to parties "amended" the Nursing Home 
$1,645.00. contracts twice, eventually reducing 
the monthly payments to $1,645.00, 
but this is nevertheless an 
assumption. 
Defendants Brian D. Watkins and The phrase "are aware," without 
Robylee (sic) Watkins are aware that more, indicates counsel is testifying 
Denise McClure, an expert for Plaintiff to the state of mind of another, which 
has testified that the bank registers and is inadmissible under I.RE. 601, lack 
other documents indicate that the first of personal knowledge. 
monthly payment Brian failed to make 
under the Nursing Home contract was in 
May 2009. 
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Defendant Brian D. Watkins began to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
work for his father, Arthur Donald for personal knowledge; is irrelevant; 
(Don) Watkins, in August 1984. and is vague as to the meaning of 
"work." 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins was injured Statement lacks adequate foundation 
on or about August 28, 1988, while for personal knowledge; lacks the 
working for his father, Don. specificity required by Rule 56(e); it 
Subsequently, Brian's father agreed to is irrelevant and unfairly prejudicial; 
make certain set payments in lieu of the it is conclusory, speculative, and 
fact that Don did not have workers' unsupported by admissible facts 
compensation coverage. because it fails to identify the date, 
time and place such "agreement" was 
made; the statement is necessarily 
based on inadmissible hearsay; and it 
contains an inadmissible legal 
conclusion. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins failed to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
make payments on the Nursing Home for personal knowledge; is 
contract for the reason that his father argumentative; lacks the specificity 
had not paid Brian for the injury he had required by Rule 56(e); is conclusory, 
sustained while working as his father's speculative, and unsupported by 
employee. admissible facts; is necessarily based 
on inadmissible hearsay; and attempts 
to establish the basis for a set off, 
which is irrelevant since the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contract with 
Brian (at'][ 4) expressly prohibits set 
offs. The "reason" Brian defaulted on 
his payment obligation under Nursing 
Home Contract is irrelevant. The 
statement constitutes an inadmissible 
legal opinion if offered to establish a 
defense to the allegations of default in 
the First Amended Complaint. The 
statement further contains unfounded 
facts not in the record that Don owed 
any obligation to pay Brian for 
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<JI No. STATEMENT OBJECTION 
15. 
3. 
anything at any time and failed to pay 
said obligation. 
Any default that may have arisen from Statement lacks adequate foundation 
the Nursing Home contract has been the for personal knowledge; is 
direct result of Brian's father failing to argumentative; lacks the specificity 
pay Brian for the on-the-job injuries required by Rule 56(e); is conclusory, 
sustained while working as his father's speculative, and unsupported by 
employee. admissible facts; is necessarily based 
on inadmissible hearsay; and attempts 
to establish the basis for a set off, 
which is irrelevant since the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contract with 
Brian (at 'JI 4) expressly prohibits set 
offs. The "reason" Brian defaulted on 
his payment obligation under Nursing 
Home Contract is irrelevant. The 
statement constitutes an inadmissible 
legal opinion if offered to establish a 
defense to the allegations of default in 
the First Amended Complaint. The 
statement further contains unfounded 
facts not in the record that Don owed 
any obligation to pay Brian for 
anything at any time and failed to pay 
said obligation. 
Contrary to the presentations of the Statement is argumentative and lacks 
Plaintiffs, Defendants, Brian D. Watkins the specificity required by Rule 56(e); 
and Robynlee Watkins entered into any it lacks adequate foundation for 
contract or agreement between personal knowledge; it is irrelevant 
Defendants and Plaintiff in good faith. because it fails to identify the contract 
or agreement referenced in the 
statement; it consists of conclusory 
allegations; and it contains an 
inadmissible legal opinion. 
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The parties submitted [sic] the Nursing Plaintiff assumes that the affiant 
Horne contracts twice, eventually meant to say the parties amended the 
reducing the monthly payments to Nursing Horne contracts twice, 
$1,645.00. eventually reducing the monthly 
payments to $1,645.00. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins began to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
work for his father, Arthur Donald for personal knowledge; is irrelevant. 
(Don) Watkins, in August 1984. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins was injured Statement lacks adequate foundation 
on or about August 28, 1988, while for personal knowledge; lacks the 
working for his father, Don. specificity required by Rule 56(e); it 
Subsequently, Brian's father agreed to is irrelevant and unfairly prejudicial; 
make certain set payments in lieu of the it is conclusory and unsupported by 
fact that Don did not have workers' admissible facts because it fails to 
compensation coverage. identify the date, time and place such 
"agreement" was made; the statement 
is necessarily based on inadmissible 
hearsay; and it contains an 
inadmissible legal conclusion. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins failed to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
make payments on the Nursing Horne for personal knowledge; lacks the 
contract for the reason that his father specificity required by Rule 56(e); the 
had not paid Brian for the injury he had "reason" Brian failed to make 
sustained while working as his father's payments on the Nursing Horne 
employee. Contract is irrelevant; the statement 
is conclusory and unsupported by 
admissible facts; the statement is 
necessarily based on inadmissible 
hearsay.; and it attempts to establish 
the basis for a set off which is 
irrelevant when none is allowed 
under the terms of the Nursing Horne 
Contract with Brian. 
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15. Any default that may have arisen from Statement lacks adequate foundation 
the Nursing Home contract has been the for personal knowledge; lacks the 
direct result of Brian's father failing to specificity required by Rule 56(e); the 
pay Brian for the on-the-job injuries "reason" Brian is in default of the 
sustained while working as his father's Nursing Home Contract for failing to 
employee. make payments on the Nursing Home 
Contract is irrelevant; the statement 
is conclusory and unsupported by 
admissible facts; the statement is 
necessarily based on inadmissible 
hearsay; and it attempts to establish 
the basis for a setoff which is 
irrelevant when none is allowed 
under the terms of the Nursing Home 
Contract with Brian; the statement 
also constitutes an inadmissible legal 
opinion if offered to establish a 
defense to the allegations of default in 
the Complaint. The statement further 
contains unfounded facts not in the 
record that Don owed any obligation 
to pay Brian for anything at any time 
and failed to pay said obligation. 
IV. OBJECTION TO CERTAIN FACTUAL STATEMENTS IN THE BRIAN & VIRGINIA 
OPPOSITION MEMO 
The Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo contains many conclusory factual statements 
that are made without any reference to evidence in the record that could support such factual 
statements. For example, the statements in Paragraphs 2, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13 and 14 make no 
reference to any evidence in the record which would support the factual statements contained 
therein. Since they do not cite any evidence, the Court should disregard them. See L.R. 8.1.a 
("To the extent, [sic] a party relies on facts in the record in support of or in opposition to a 
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motion, the party must specifically cite to the record, affidavits or documentary evidence."). 
Further, there is nothing in the record to suggest that Mr. Tharp, the author of the Brian & 
Virginia Opposition Memo, has any personal knowledge about the "facts" described in the 
above-listed paragraphs. Thus, the paragraphs listed above should be disregarded because they 
would not be admissible evidence even if they appeared in an affidavit or declaration. I.RC.P. 
56(c) and (e). 
Other statements, such as Paragraphs 8 and 9 rely upon Exhibit "A" that is attached to the 
Defendants' Opposition brief. The document is not properly authenticated and is not submitted 
by affidavit as required by the governing rules (see below in Part V). 
V. OBJECTION TO EXHIBIT "A" OF THE BRIAN & VIRGINIA OPPOSITION MEMO 
First, there is no foundation for Exhibit A. A party cannot simply attach exhibits to a 
brief. Johnson v. Homedale, 118 Idaho 285,288, 796 P.2d 162, 165 (Ct. App. 1990). "Except 
when live testimony is allowed, exhibits must be mentioned in, or attached to, a party's verified 
complaint or affidavit." Id. Since Exhibit "A" is not attached to a declaration or affidavit signed 
by Brian, the purported affiant in Exhibit "A." 
Second, Exhibit "A", which is being is offered for the truth of the matters asserted 
therein, constitutes inadmissible hearsay under I.RE. 801 and 802. 
Last, the statements in the document are too remote to be relevant and therefore are 
inadmissible under I.RE. 402. They relate to events happening in from 1988 to 1998-a time 
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period too distant in the past to be relevant to events that happened contemporaneously with 
Brian's Compensation Agreement, which was executed in March 2009. 
In light of the above, Exhibit "A" should be stricken and all arguments that are based on 
the content of such document should be disregarded by the court when it considers the Plaintiff's 
Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
VI. CONCLUSION 
Based upon each of the foregoing objections to evidence, the above-identified testimony of 
William C. Tharp, and all related arguments in the Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo should be 
stricken and disregarded by the Court in deciding the Plaintiffs' Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment. Moreover, the Exhibit "A" to the Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo should be stricken and 
disregarded by the court when determining whether to grant Plaintiff's motion. 
DA TED T~ ~y of September, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
Attorneys for Plaintiff, Arthur Donald Watkins 
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Q. Where was that located? I MR. CLARK: Yeah, I didn't make the 
A. 200 South Maple Grove Road. 2 connection. All right 
Q. Here in Ada County? 3 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) When did the marriage to Wendy 
A. InBoise. 4 end? 
Q. Did that 11 acres have a name associated with s A. '94, maybe early '95. I don't •• 
it? 6 Q. When you were working for your dad at Boise 
A. No. 7 Aviation, Inc., would you describe what that business 
Q. Okay. 8 was. 
A. Not that I recall, other than "home." That's 9 A. It was a fixed-base operation. 
where we lived. 10 Q. Out at the Boise Airport? 
Q. And for how long did you live there? II A. Correct 
A. I lived there until I got married in 1969. 12 Q. What were your duties working for your dad? 
Q. So, from the time you moved to Idaho in '63 13 A. They changed over time, but I was a secretary, 
to '69 the day you got married, that time frame, you 14 answered phones. I was a refueler. I did accounting 
were working for your dad part of that time at Boise IS for the business and others that my dad owned. 
Aviation, Inc.? 16 Q. And how Jong did you do those duties at Boise 
A. Yes. 17 Aviation? 
Q. And part of that time at the nursing home? 18 A. At Boise Aviation, Inc.? 
A. In the early years, yes. 19 Q. Yeah. 
Q. And part of that time on the farm? 20 A. Approximately 1972. 
A. Yes. 21 Q. Did your brothers work for Boise Aviation, 
Q. Any other jobs that you did for your dad 22 Inc., either one of them? 
during that period of time? 23 A. No. 
A. Again, just tasks that he would have that he 24 Q. Let me ask you, put it this way: When did you 
needed done. 25 stop working for your dad? 
Page 23 Page 25 
Q. Okay. I A. December of 2009. 
A. And I did those things. 2 Q. And at that point in time •• 
Q. Then you got married. Was that to Kathleen? 3 A. Or November of 2009. 
A. No. 4 Q. At that point in time were you working for 
Q. So, this is your fll'St marriage, then, in '69? s your dad as a manager of the nursing home over in 
A. Correct. 6 Seattle? 
Q. And what was her name? 7 A. No. 
A. Wendy. 8 Q. What were you doing at that time? 
Q. Do you have any children by her? 9 A. At that time I was working for Crestview 
A. Six. 10 Apartments. 
Q. Of course, they're all of legal age; are they 11 Q. You were a manager of the apartments at that 
not? 12 time? 
A. They are. 13 A. No, I was fixing problems. 
Q. Can you give me their names? 14 Q. Describe for me what you mean by "fixing 
A. Yes. IS problems." 
Q. Would you, please. 16 A. There was a variety of them. There were 
A. Tami, Chris, Heather -- 17 changes in HUD rules and regulations and funding, and 
MR. SCffiLLER: I think he already did. Those 18 tenants had to be switched to city reimbursement. There 
are the children -- 19 was maintenance, major maintenance and cleaning problems 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Oh, okay. Do you have 20 at the facility. 
children by Kathleen? 21 Q. Were you residing over there at that time? 
A. No. 22 A. From about August to November. 
Q. I'm sorry, that's where I'm confused. 23 Q. Of2009? 
MR. scmILER: So, he said he got mmried to 24 A. Yes. 
her in '96. So, they would be minor children ifhe did 25 Q. And why did you stop working for your dad, 
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then, at that time? I Q. So, you were putting a roof on the building? 
A. Because you became involved. 2 A. I was doing some stopgap measure on 
Q. Because of the lawsuit? 3 Thanksgiving day because we were supposed to have some 
A. Mm-hmm. Yes. 4 storms and I was rolling out tar paper at the base of 
Q. When you were working for your dad as the 5 where the wall and the roof met. 
problem fixer at Crestview, were you doing any other 6 Q. And you fell off the roof? 
work for your dad simultaneously? 7 A. So they tell me. 
A. Not that I recall. 8 Q. What injuries did you receive in that fall? 
Q. Are you able to work now? 9 A. A perilymph fistula. 
A. Somewhat. 10 Q. Can you spell that for us? 
Q. And help me understand what you mean by 11 A. Pretty much like it sounds, p-a-r-a-1-y-m-p-h 
"somewhat." 12 f-i-s-t-u-1-a, I think. 
A. In 19761 fell off a building and landed on my 13 Q. What's your understanding of what that means? 
head. I've had back and neck and hip problems ever 14 A. What that means is I ruptured my middle ear, 
since. 15 created a leak in the semicircular canal. 
Q. And when you fell off the building, that was 16 Q. And does that still affect you today? 
at the Boise Air Service, was it? 17 A. Not noticeably. 
A. That was at Boise Air Service. 18 Q. What other injuries did you receive, if any? 
Q. And you were working for your dad at that 19 A. Neck, back, and spinal complications. 
time? 20 Q. Did you break any bones? 
A. Nominally, yes. 21 A. Not that they discovered at the time. 
Q. Help me understand what you mean by 22 Q. Did they discover any later? 
"nominally," why you used that. 23 A. I believe later they found that there were a 
A. He used several different entities to conduct 24 few vertebrae that had been cracked. 
business and different businesses owned different 25 Q. In your back? 
Page 27 Page 29 
aspects of operations. But he was the man behind the -- 1 A Yeah, as well as actually finding the 
pulling the strings. 2 perilymph fistula. The perilymph fistula was not 
Q. What entity was paying you for the work you 3 discovered or corrected until 12 years later. 
were doing for your dad at that time that you were 4 Q. How long were you in the hospital? 
injured? 5 A. Nine, ten days. 
A. I believe it was Boise Aviation Fuel Company 6 Q. And then what happened? 
or Boise Air Service. 7 A I went home. 
Q. So, is Boise Aviation Fuel Company a separate g Q. Did you go back to work? 
entity from Boise Air Service, or was it? 9 A. No. 
A. Boise Air Service is an operating name for 10 Q. Did you ever go back to work at Boise Air 
Boise Aviation Fuel Company. 11 Service or BAFCO? 
Q. All right. And Boise Aviation Fuel Company is 12 A. Yes. 
sometimes referred to as BAFCO? 13 Q. When was that? 
A. Correct. 14 A. Sometime later. I don't recall. It was quite 
Q. B-A-F-C-0? 15 awhile. 
A. Correct. 16 Q. Something more than a month? 
Q. Describe what happened in that accident. 17 A Yes. 
A I was rolling out tar paper and I woke up in 18 Q. More than a year? 
the hospital. 19 A. It was probably less than a year, but I wasn't 
Q. So, you don't remember much about it? 20 at full capacity. 
A. I don't recall a thing. 21 Q. When you went back to work, then, for BAFCO or 
Q. You were working on the roof? 22 Boise Air Service, what were your duties at that time? 
A. Correct. 23 A. I ran the accounting, bookkeeping office, 
Q. Rolling out tar paper? 24 accounts receivable, accounts payable, and did a lot of 
A. Yes. 25 liaison work with accountants and attorneys. 
208-345-9611 M & M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 800-234-9611 
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Q. For your dad? l owned it. 
A. For him and for Boise Aviation -- or Boise 2 Q. Do you recall when that happened? 
Aviation Fuel Company and a couple ofother of his 3 A. Late 1970's. 
entities. 4 Q. Sometime after your accident? 
Q. What other of his entities were you working as 5 A. Yeah. 
the accountant or bookkeeper or office •• would they be 6 Q. And what other business entities did he own at 
office manager? 7 that point in time? 
A. Their natures varied. One had a lot of 8 A. Garden City Storage and Leasing. 
employees and activities. Others had no employees. 9 Q. And did you perform work for that entity? 
Q. Help me understand, then. What various 10 A. I was a president of that company. 
entities were you working for during that period of 11 Q. And for how long did you serve as president of 
time? 12 that company? 
A. WACO, Inc. 13 A. Until it was dissolved. 
Q. W-A-C-0? 14 Q. And when was that? 
A. W-A-C-0. IS A. I don't recall. 
Q. And what was that? 16 Q. Does your dad still have any interest in that 
A That was the real estate holding company 17 that you're aware of? 
basically. 18 A. Well, he was the owner. 
Q. Did that have employees? 19 Q. What happened with that business? 
A. No. 20 A. It sold its assets and quit doing business. 
Q. What real estate work did WACO own? 21 Q. And do you recall about when that occurred? 
A. It owned the leases on the buildings at the 22 A. 1985 maybe. It might be 1986. 
airport. 23 Q. All right 
Q. The buildings that were occupied by Boise Air 24 A. Maybe later than that. 
Service? 2S Q. So, you were doing work for BAFCO, you were 
Page 31 Page 33 
A. Correct. I doing work for Garden City Storage and you served as 
Q. Did it have any other real estate holdings? 2 president. Any other entities that you were working for 
A. At various times. 3 or performing services for following your accident? 
Q. Do you recall what those were? 4 A. No, other than I did other odd jobs for my 
A. One ended up being a subdivision in Umatilla, s dad. When he was building another hangar I did all of 
Oregon. 6 the painting and other odds and ends dealing with 
Q. Any others? 7 construction, operation, and coordination. 
A. Not that I remember. 8 Q. During this period of time that you were 
Q. So, at this point in time, and by "this point 9 working for your dad in '76, were you going to school 
in ti.me" I mean during the period of time you were 10 during that period of time at BSU? 
working for your dad following your 1976 injury, you II A. No. 
were working providing him business and accounting 12 Q. Were you finished at BSU at that point in 
services for Boise Air Service or BAFCO? 13 time? 
A. Again, it was through the entities. He didn't 14 A. Yes. 
pay me. IS Q. When did you start working for your dad at the 
Q. Oh, he didn't pay you? 16 apartments in Seattle, Crestview Apartments? 
A. No. 17 A The very first time, probably early '70's. 
Q. The entities paid you? 18 Q. Were you doing work for Crestview at the time 
A. Right. 19 that you were injured in '76? 
Q. But your dad owned the entities; did he not? 20 A. It was on an intennittent basis at that 
A. He did. Well, mostly. 21 period. 
Q. All right. Help me understand which ones he 22 Q. Your dad built Crestview; did he not? 
owned and which ones he owned mostly. 23 A That is correct. 
A. He started off owning Boise Aviation Fuel 24 Q. Were you involved in that, helping him build 
Company. He gifted that to his children. So, they 25 that unit? 
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A. No. I Q. Was there something other than that? 
Q. When did you become the problem solver for 2 A. No, that was mostly the form that those jobs 
Crestview? 3 took. 
A. Which set of problems? 4 Q. ls it fair to say you were pretty much on call 
Q. Well, I asked you if you were a manager at s for your dad during that period of time? 
Crestview and you said no, you were the problem solver. 6 A. Yes. 
A. Correct. 7 Q. And part of that included helping him with 
Q. So, when did you assume that role at 8 Crestview in the early '70's? 
Crestview? 9 A. Yes. 
A. That role when I was the problem solver in 10 Q. Did you continue to work -- when you were 
2009? 11 working for Crestview, were you paid by Crestview? 
Q. Yes. 12 A. Not until 1996 or '97. 
A. Probably starting from various degrees of 13 Q. Who was paying you prior to '96 or '97? 
involvement in June up to when it ended. 14 A. Mydad. 
Q. In June of2009? 15 Q. So, it was just coming straight from your dad? 
A. Yeah. 16 A. Correct. 
Q. So, as I understand it, you were working for 17 Q. So, then, in '96, '97, you were being paid by 
your dad on the building at Boise Air Service, which was 18 Crestview. Are you still being paid by your dad 
owned by BAFCO, when you fell off the roof and were 19 anything? 
injured in 1976. 20 A. No. 
A. Yes. 21 Q. Are you being paid by anyone else? 
Q. After that, then you came back and continued 22 A. No. 
working for your dad at BAFCO, but you -- after it was 23 Q. During this period of time that you were 
gifted to the children in the late '70's, did you 24 working for your dad, and by "this period of time" I 
continue to work for BAFCO? 25 mean, let's go back to -- let's go back to the time of 
Page 35 Page 37 
A. Yes. l 1963 when your dad moved to Idaho and you moved to Idaho 
Q. And you were working also at Garden City 2 and you were working for your dad. Were you working for 
Storage until your dad sold that in '85 or '86? 3 anybody or any entity not owned or controlled by your 
A. Yes. 4 dad? 
Q. And then you did oddjobs for your dad in 5 A. Only for a month or two period of time. 
addition to all that? 6 Q. And what would that have been? 
A. During that interim period of time. 7 A. I was a bus driver. 
Q. Okay. 8 Q. When was that? 
A. Such as surveying and other of his interests 9 A. 1968, 1969. 
that weren't necessarily in entities. 10 Q. Would that have been in the Boise bus line 
Q. So, some of the jobs that you did for your dad II service or --
you did for your dad could we say as, what, a sole 12 A. That was one of the school bus companies. 
proprietor? 13 Q. Was there any other, maybe I should say 
A. Yeah. Yes. 14 outside of your dad type employment? 
Q. He was the sole owner and didn't have a 15 A. No. 
separate entity? 16 Q. At any time until 2009? 
A. Correct. 17 A. No. 
Q. What other jobs between that period of time 18 Q. Can you tell me what RSQ, LLC, is? 
following your injury when you were working at BAFCO, 19 A. Yes. 
Garden City, and odd jobs, what was the next line of 20 Q. What is it? 
employment that you had for your dad? 21 A. It is an LLC that I started a few years ago. 
A. Other than ongoing as-asked request jobs that 22 Q. And what does it do? 
he wanted done? 23 A. It provides help and aid to those that I deem 
Q. Yes. 24 need help and aid. 
A. Something other than that? 2S Q. What kind of services does it provide? 
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A. It's currently registered but not functioning. 
It never did function. 




Q. For what purpose was that formed? 
A. To do a business venture project that we had 
envisioned. And it didn't pan out, it didn't 
materialize. 
Q. Is it doing anything else other than that? 
A. No. 
Q. Is it dormant? 
A. Yeah, it never started. It exists in name 
only. 
Q. Does Mike Watkins have anything to do with 
that organization? 
A. He was one of the three members of the LLC. 
Q. Who were the three members of the LLC? 
A. Myself and Eric Waite. 
Q. AndMike? 
A. Pardon me? 
Q. AndMike? 
A. Myself, Mike, and Eric Waite. 
Q. What was the project that you perceived you 
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were planning to do that didn't come about? 
A. That was some real estate information and 
ideas there as a possible way of making money. 
Q. Do you have any other entities that you were 
working with cir through or for? 
A. No. 
Q. After your termination in 2009 did you do any 
other work or any more work for your dad or for any of 
his entities? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
Q. Did you do any work for the trust? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
Q. You're still a member of the·· still a 
co-trustee; are you not? 
A. I presume so. 
Q. During the time that you were working at 
Crestview Apartments, who did you take directions from? 
Anyone? 
A. It depended upon the nature of what the work 
was. 
Q. Help me understand what you mean by that. 
A. Well, I was in contact with George and Jay 
occasionally, but mostly George, and advised of what was 
going on, what the status was, what was found, what 
needed to be done on the day-to-day operation of doing 
Page 4B 
I things there. I took care ofit and consulted with the 
2 employees that were doing the work to get the jobs done, 
3 and other professionals as needed. 
4 Q. And as I understand it, you were actually over 
5 there onsite from August until November or December of 
6 2009? 
7 A. For most of that period of time, yes. 
8 Q. All right. Prior to August of 2009 were you 
9 onsite? 
10 A. Several times. 
11 Q. So, you were living here in Boise? 
12 A. Yes. 
13 Q. And you would travel over there? 
14 A. Yes. 
15 Q. For what period of time -- let me back up. 
16 Prior to August of2009 what services were you providing 
17 to Crestview Apartments then? 
18 A. Consulting and management information as 
19 needed. 
20 Q. And were you being paid for providing those 
21 services? 
22 A. Yes. 
23 Q. And what were you being paid? 
24 A. From Crestview I was being paid I believe 
25 $1,978 a month. 
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I Q. And you were being paid about $1,200 from 
2 someone else? 
3 A. Correct. 
4 Q. And who was that? 
5 A. That was my dad. 
6 Q. Who set that salary or that compensation? 
7 A. Mydad. 
g Q. Do you recall when that was done? 
9 A. About 1998 was when it took that form. 
10 Q. Help me understand. How did that come about? 
II A. In 1993 after I was burned in a fire, my 
12 brother Brian came by and said my dad wanted to --
13 because I wasn't able to work because of the burns and 
14 stuff and my house had burned, that he wanted to provide 
15 some assistance and some compensation. That was 
16 established at $3,000 a month. 
17 Q. Okay. 
18 A. That continued until about 1998. In about 
19 1996 when full conveyance and transfer of-· from the 
20 estate, my mother's estate, to the trustees, which 
21 provided then an opportunity, because I had the·· I had 
22 taken the management courses and the credentials, we 
23 were able to self-manage, which allowed us to get paid 
24 for doing the managing, which had not been possible or 
25 wasn't done before. My dad didn't bother to do that. 
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1 And that's what resulted in the $1,978. And it varied a 
2 little bit depending upon HUD's compensation 
3 calculations. As circumstances changed, it could be 
4 modified. 
s Q. Were most of the $1,200 payments coming from 
6 Access's checking account? 
1 A. I don't know. Not at that time. 
8 Q. Do you recall where the checks were coming 
9 from? 
10 A. Well, actually -- no. 
11 Q. During that period of time did your dad own 
12 Access Mini-Storage in Nampa? 
13 A. I don't recall when he purchased Access. 
14 Q. And that Access is spelled A-c-c-e-s-s M-i-n-i 
15 Storage? 
16 A. I believe so. 
17 Q. That's three words. Crestview is 
18 C-r-e-s+v-i-e-w? 
19 A. Yes, that's correct. 
20 Q. I do that for the Reporter so we can -- they 
21 like to make sure they've got things spelled right. 
22 MR. CLARK: It's 10:40. Why don't we take a 
23 little break and give the Reporter a break and give Gene 
24 a break. 
25 MR. THARP: That's fine with me. 
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I MR. CLARK: Okay. About ten minutes? 
2 MR. THARP: Sure. 
3 MR. CLARK: Okay. 
4 (Recess held.) 
s MR. CLARK: Back on the record. 
6 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Sir, you're still under oath. 
7 A. Okay. I did remember Erv's last name. 
8 Q. Thank you. 
9 A. It's Urbaniak. 
10 Q. Can you spell it for us? 
11 A. U-r-b-a-n-i-a-k. 
12 Q. Thank you. And that's the individual that you 
13 understood to be serving as manager? 
14 A. Yeah, that was the onsite manager. 
15 Q. Onsite? Okay. Before we took the break you 
16 testified that you were burned in a fire in 1993? 
17 A. Correct 
18 Q. Can you describe that for us. What occurred? 
19 A. I was putting out a fire that inadvertently 
20 started when my son was cleaning some parts. And at 
21 that point in time that I was about ready to smother it 
22 with a towel, a canister of WD-40 blew up in my face and 
23 hands and I went to the hospital. 
24 Q. Was that job related in any way? 
25 A. No. 
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1 Q. For how long were you unable to work because 
2 of that injury? 
3 A. Oh, I came back on doing somewhat part-time 
4 type stuff but really didn't start back to work probably 
s till '95. 
6 Q. So, as I understand it, then, because of the 
7 fire, when you were unable to work, that's when your dad 
8 said that he wanted to help you and he started paying 
9 you the $3,000 a month? 
10 A. I started receiving $3,000 a month. 
11 Q. All right. And that continued for how long? 
12 A. It changed forms several times, but that 
13 continued till sometime in 2009. 
14 Q. Did that payment stop when your employment for 
15 Crestview stopped? 
16 A. Which type of employment and what time period 
17 are you referring to? 
18 Q. Well, in 2009 when you were terminated as the 
19 problem solver at Crestview, were you still getting --
20 A. It was stopped by then, yes. 
21 Q. Okay, before then? 
22 A. Possibly. I don't recall. 
23 Q. But about that time in 2009? 
24 A. Probably. 
25 Q. All right. So, is it fair to say that 
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I between '98 and 2009 is when you were receiving that 
2 $3,000 a month in one form or another? 
3 A. No, it started in probably 1993. 
4 Q. Okay, '93 to 2009? 
5 A. Yes. 
6 Q. We have the records ofit. So, I'm just 
7 asking for your best recollection. We can dig those out 
8 if we need it. 
9 Let me ask you this: When you fell off the 
10 roof working at the airport, or at Boise Aviation, did 
II you file a Workmen's Comp claim at that time? 
12 A. I did. 
13 Q. And what became of that? 
14 A. Thatjoke? 
IS Q. Pardon? 
16 A. Thatjoke? 
17 Q. Thatjoke? J-o-k-e? 
18 A. J•o•k-e. 
19 Q. Explain why you described it that way. 
20 A. You don't want me to get going on the State of 
21 Idaho's fraud it perpetuates on its employees. 
22 Q. Okay, I understand your attitude about that, 
23 but what happened when you filed a compensation claim? 
24 A. It was determined that it would be best for me 
2S to file the claim as an employee of Boise Air Service. 
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And that processed through and they developed an 
impairment rating and paid some of the legal - or the 
medical costs of my injuries. 
Q. And then for how long were you paid 
compensation under the Workers' Comp? 
A. I decided to go with a lump sum settlement. 
Q. So, you settled it out? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. Do you recall when that was roughly? 
A. Oh, probably by '76, '77. 
Q. Okay. 
A. '77. Because it happened Thanksgiving day, 
1976. 
Q. I think I'm getting confused between Boise Air 
Service -- is it Boise Air Service, Inc.? 
A. No. 
Q. No? Okay. -- and BAFCO. 
A. BAFCO operated under the assumed name of Boise 
Air Service. 
Q. So, they were not separate entities? 
A. No. 
Q. All right. Was there any other entity other 
than BAFCO that operated Boise Air Service or that your 
dad had at the airport? 
A. The organizational nature was Garden City 
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Storage and Leasing owned the airplanes, a lot of the 
airplanes that Boise Air Service used in its operations. 
And WACO owned the leases with the city and rented them 
the buildings and the premises that they operated on. 
Q. Okay. 
A. That Boise Air Service operated on. 
Q. And Boise Air Service is owned by BAFCO? 
A. It was •• Boise Air Service is an operating 
name ofBAFCO. 
Q. Okay. And BAFCO, the stock in BAFCO was 
gifted to you and your siblings? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And then what happened to that stock? Do you 
still own it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know whether your siblings still own 
it? 
A. As far as I know. 
Q. Is BAFCO an operating entity at all? 
A. No. 
Q. For what purpose is it maintained; do you 
know? 
A. At this point in time I don't know if it's 
even maintained. 




















































from Boise Air Services? 
A. Yes. 
Q. So, help me understand the relationship 
between Boise Aviation, Inc., BAFCO, d/b/a Boise Air 
Services. 
A. Okay. Back in about 1964 or 1965 when my dad 
acquired the operation of Boise Air Service, he formed a 
corporation called Boise Aviation, Inc. 
Q. Okay. 
A. And it ran •• and I can't remember at what 
point in time WACO came along and separated the physical 
asset -- the building and leases from the day-to-day 
operating assets and operations. And then over the 
years Garden City changed from what it was doing to 
owning and leasing aircraft to Boise Air Service. 
Q. So, Boise Aviation, Inc., was operating 
airplanes at that time? 
A. Boise Aviation, Inc., in the early years from 
1960 to about 1973 -- or maybe actually 19 •• no, 
probably •• I don't remember quite just how it went, 
but·· okay, I think I remember a little bit more now. 
Boise Aviation, Inc., was sold to a Robert G. Mclellan 
and his group, or I don't know how he had that. 
Ultimately my dad repossessed that business and the 
name. Rather than continuing that as an operating 
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company, I believe we started with Boise Aviation Fuel 
Company. 
Q. Okay. 
A. And somewhere along in there there was Boise 
Aviation, Inc., had a pilot that flew the wrong way up a 
canyon, killed a bunch of people. No, I take that back, 
that wasn't quite that way. No, wait, we sold the 
operation to McLellan. When we got it back, then they 
operated under the name of Boise ·- it's just too long 
ago. 
Q. I understand. 
A. I don't remember all of the details. Anyway, 
Boise Aviation, basically Boise Aviation, Inc., ended 
operations. Boise Air Service picked up and continued. 
Q. And that was under BAFCO? 
A. Under BAFCO. 
Q. And then your siblings and you still own 
BAFCO? 
A Yeah. 
Q. But do they still own the air service? 
A. No. No, no, that was sold in 1983. 
Q. Does BAFCO have any assets? 
A. I'm not sure. 
Q. Help me understand what you mean. You're an 
owner of it? 
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being his manager and took care of everything for him. I could not do something for as long as he could to do it, 
Q. Can you recall when that started, that 2 that's how long he took to do it. There are other 
process? 3 references to this payment in other legal documents that 
A. (Witness shaking head.) 4 I've seen where he himself references that and 
Q. Okay. s represents that. And this just kind of formalizes what 
MR. SCHILLER: You need to answer audibly. 6 had been my understanding all along. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) "Yes" or "no," please. 7 Q. When you say you've seen references in other 
A. I don't know. 8 documents, what other documents are you referring to? 
MR. CLARK: Let me mark Exhibit No. 2. 9 A. Some of his divorce papers with Stella·· I'm 
(Exhibit 2 marked.) 10 sorry, with Leila. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Have you had a chance to look 11 Q. You actually signed an affidavit in that 
at Exhibit No. 2? 12 proceeding; did you not? 
A. Yeah, briefly. 13 A. I did. 
Q. I've handed you a document that's labeled 14 Q. And we'll get to that in a minute. Is it your 
"Compensation Agreement" and is "dated the 2nd day of 15 understanding that your dad in 1993 intended to give you 
March, 2009, entered into between Arthur Donald Watkins 16 $3,000 per month for the rest of your life? 
(payor) and Donald Eugene Watkins, (payee)." Do you 17 A. Oh, I don't recall back, what my thoughts were 
recall seeing this agreement before? 18 back at that point in time. 
A. Yes. 19 Q. No, I'm asking what your dad's thoughts were. 
Q. Do you recall when it was that you first saw 20 A. I have no idea what my dad's thoughts were. 
it? 21 Q. Do you know whether your dad intended that 
A. Sometime after March of 2009. 22 upon your death your wife would be paid $3,000 a month 
Q. Do you know how this document came into 23 for the rest of her life? 
existence? 24 A. I don't know what my dad's thoughts were. 
A. Well, partially this represented my 25 Q. In this lawsuit, that's the reason we're here; 
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understanding of what my dad was doing for me in 1993. I right? There's a lawsuit pending where your dad has 
It just took a long time, as usual, for any paperwork to 2 sued you. And your dad is claiming that he did not 
get done. 3 authorize this particular compensation agreement; isn't 
Q. Do you know why there was such a long gap 4 that correct? 
between 1993 and the creation of this document in 2009? s A. That's probably what it's •• 
A. Other than just normal operating procedure. 6 Q. I'm just saying that's what he's alleging. 
Q. No specific reason for it? 7 A. Yeah. 
A. No, nothing in particular. 8 Q. You did not make a claim asking that your dad 
Q. Do you know whether your·· did you ever 9 be required to enforce this agreement; did you? 
discuss this agreement with your dad? 10 A. I have not, no. 
A. No. 11 Q. And why not? 
Q. Did you ever discuss this agreement with 12 A. At this point in time I didn't think it would 
anyone else? 13 do any good. 
A. This particular written document? 14 Q. Are you waiving any right, any claim to it? 
Q. Yes. IS A. No. 
A. No. 16 Q. I mean, it's not your intent to just give it 
Q. Did you ever discuss this document with Brian? 17 up and walk away from it? 
A. Not that I recall. 18 A. That is correct. 
Q. Do you know whether your dad actually approved 19 Q. All right. Do you intend to make a claim for 
of Brian signing this document on behalf of your dad? 20 it or do you know at this point? 
A. I don't know. 21 A. I don't know at this point. 
Q. What is your understanding of this agreement? 22 Q. Okay. 
A. Again, this kind of formulated •• or formally 23 (Exhibit 3 marked) 
represents what I had been receiving since 1993. 24 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You have been handed what 
Paperwork was never my dad's strong suit. And if he 25 appears to be an "Affidavit of Donald Eugene Watkins, In 
208-345-9611 M & M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 800-234-9611 
000959
e 
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I The Second Judicial District Court of Davis County, 
2 Fannington Department, State of Utah." And it's in the 
3 matter of "Leila Pauline Watkins, Petitioner vs. Arthur 
4 Donald Watkins, Respondent"; is that correct? 
s A. Yes. 
6 Q. Do you recall this document? 
7 A. I do roughly, yes. 
8 Q. Do you recall signing this document? 
9 A. I don't, but I see my signature there. 
10 Q. And it's dated May 29, 1998; is that correct? 
II A. That's correct. 
12 Q. You've made reference to a document in your 
13 dad's divorce. Would this be the document you were 
14 thinking of"! 
IS A. That would be the document. 
16 Q. At paragraph 2 of the document it states: "On 
17 November 25, 1976, while working for the respondent, 
18 your affiant fell from the hangar roof and suffered a 
19 brain concussion, cracked vertebrae in the neck and 
20 back." 
21 Did I read that correctly? 
22 A. Yes. 
23 Q. Is that an accurate statement? 
24 A. As far as it goes. 
2S Q. And you testified that you had also had some 
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1 impairment in your ears or your hearing; is that 
2 correct? 
3 A. Well, it wasn't impairment to hearing, it was 
4 a perilymph fistula. It was a rupture in one of the 
s semicircular canals which affects equilibrium and 
6 creates vertigo, makes you like seasick, nauseous. When 
7 you turn your head, it keeps spinning. 
8 Q. And as I understand your prior testimony, you 
9 did not know of the existence of this part of your 
10 injury when you signed this affidavit; is that accurate? 
11 A. No, I did know about it by 1998. Well, let's 
12 see. When was that? Let's see, what date was this 
13 signed? Well, the date when this was signed was --when 
14 was it signed? Actually, that's correct, I did not 
15 know. 
16 Q. The date on it --
17 A. Oh, dated May 29, 1998. By that date, yes, I 
18 didknow. 
19 Q. How did this docwnent come about; do you 
20 recall? 
21 A. It was given to me. I don't remember who gave 
22 it to me. 
23 Q. Somebody else wrote it and gave it to you and 
24 asked you to sign it? 
2s A. Yes. 
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I Q. Do you recall where you were at the time you 
2 signed it? 
3 A. I was probably here in Boise. 
4 Q. Paragraph 3, it states: "As a result of the 
s injuries, your affiant was left with limited motion of 
6 the neck and back, and the right hemisphere of the head, 
7 face and neck were numb along with several fingers." 
8 Did I read that correctly? 
9 A. You did. 
10 Q. Were those -- is that accurate? Is that 
II statement accurate? 
12 A. That was -- that's an accurate statement. 
13 Q. And in paragraph 4 it states: "Your affiant 
14 has seen some improvement since receiving the injuries, 
IS but the resultant side effects and problems remain and 
16 reoccur today and there is no prognosis for any change." 
17 Did I read that correctly? 
18 A. Yeah. 
19 Q. Is that an accurate statement? 
20 A. That is a true and accurate statement. 
21 Q. And paragraph 5 states: "Since the injury, 
22 your affiant has been unable to perform the original 
23 duties associated with his work for the respondent." 
24 Did I read that correctly? 
25 A. Yeah. 
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I Q. And was that accurate at that time? 
2 A. Well, at the time of the signing? 
3 Q. Yes, in 1998. 
4 A. In 1998? To some degree. And again, it 
s varies. 
6 Q. Help me understand what you mean by that. 
7 What varies? 
8 A. Oh, some of the side effects and the 
9 impactment -- the impairment, how it impacts me. 
10 Q. Was it still impairing you in 1998? 
11 A. Yes. 
12 Q. And you state: "Beginning in 1988, your 
13 affiant was paid $3,000 per month for the injuries 
14 received while working for the respondent." 
15 Did I read that correctly? 
16 A. You did. 
17 Q. Was that an accurate statement? 
18 A. As far as I know. I don't have the detail. I 
19 don't recall. I don't recall exactly when that started, 
20 and how and in what form that may have taken or how it 
21 was calculated because I didn't do the disbursings. It 
22 was not·- I do not believe it was a $3,000 a month 
23 payment in that form. Usually it was done in Jump sums 
24 depending on cash flow. 
2s Q. And help me understand something. I thought 
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you testified that in 1993 you were burned in a fire. I Q. Okay. 
A. Yeah. 2 A. So, then he was only having to pay the $1,100 
Q. And then after that your dad started making 3 and -- the difference, and from time to time that 
payments to you of$3,000 a month. 4 changed. When Crestview didn't have the money, then my 
A. Started making monthly payments rather than 5 dad paid the $3,000. 
periodic payments of amounts for whatever. And I don't 6 Q. Okay. 
remember all of the details, when those were received, 7 A. So, this basically really was a distribution 
how they were received, what they were necessarily 8 out to my dad each month for the $1,879 and he 
represented for or if they even were. 9 covered -- he didn't have to pay that much of the 
Q. So, when you say "payments," monthly payments 10 $3,000. It was just a way of funding. 
started in 1998 -- or in 1993, I mean, after the fire? 11 Q. But during this period oftime in 1997, then, 
A. Correct. 12 1998, were you managing the Crestview Apartments? 
Q. Before that there were payments but not 13 A. I believe so. 
monthly? 14 Q. And you were being paid $1,879 per month to do 
A. But not monthly. 15 that? 
Q. And as I understand it, for the injury of the 16 A. Yes. 
fall off the roof you made a Workers' Comp claim? 17 Q. How long did that last? 
A. Correct. 18 A. For quite a while. 
Q. And you settled that for a lump sum? 19 Q. What do you mean by "quite a while"? 
A. Yeah. 20 A. Oh, I think maybe into 2009. 
Q. Then you state in paragraph 7: "In 1997 your 21 Q. So, from sometime in 1997 until 2009 were you 
affiant was given the opportunity to manage the 22 getting two separate checks totaling $3,000 a month? 
Crestview Apartments, which are owned by the Florence R. 23 A. Usually. 
Watkins Trust. Your affiant receives $1,879 per month 24 Q. And part of it was coming from the Crestview 
to perform the duties as manager, and $1,121 continues 25 Apartments? 
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to be paid to your affiant by the respondent." 1 A. Yes. 
Did I read that correctly? 2 Q. $1,879? 
A. Yes. 3 A. That amount varied depending upon a variety of 
Q. Those two amounts -- let me ask this question 4 HUD calculations. That number did change. 
first: At the 'time this statement was made, was it 5 Q. Okay, HUD regulated the amount of money that 
accurate? 6 the apartments could pay for management services; did it 
A. Yeah, I believe so. 7 not? 
Q. Those two amounts total $3,000; do they not? 8 A. Yes. 
A. Theydo. 9 Q. So that their ability to pay that amount would 
Q. Is that the same $3,000 that you are referring 10 be capped by HUD? Is that a way to characterize it? 
to in paragraph 6? 11 A. Yeah. 
A. I believe that to be the same $3,000 that is 12 Q. And so, the difference, then, between what HUD 
referred to in paragraph 6. 13 would allow you to be paid and the $3,000 would be made 
Q. And then in paragraph 8 you state in your 14 up by your dad? 
affidavit: "Your affiant considers it an obligation on 15 A. Well, I viewed it a little bit differently. 
the part of the respondent to pay said $1,121 per month 16 Q. Okay, explain to me how you understood it. 
to your afliant. Said money is not a gift." 17 A. Well, I already did. I viewed it as my dad 
Did I read that correctly? 18 was taking the -- effectively talcing the amount that was 
A. That's correct. 19 allowed to be paid from Crestview, because it wasn't 
Q. Was that accurate at the time you made that 20 till like 1997 that that amount was able to be paid. 
statement? 21 I'm not·· sorry, not 1997 •• yeah, 1997 that that 
A. No. 22 amount was able to be paid. In the meantime he had been 
Q. And why? How is it inaccurate? 23 paying the $3,000. 
A. Well, at that point in time Crestview was 24 There wasn't anything saying •• so, originally 
paying for my dad's $3,000, the $1,718.79. 2S it came out when that was allowed I was getting paid the 
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I amount that HUD allowed for payment for self-management, 
2 and the $3,000 from my dad for a short period of time. 
3 The report that I got was my dad had a 
4 hemorrhage over that and took it away. So, effectively 
5 he was getting the money by not having to pay me. 
6 Q. When you say your dad "had a hemorrhage over 
7 it," that was the report? 
8 A. Yes. 
9 Q. The report from whom? 
10 A. I think Brian. 
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1 A. Some of the time it was Crestview. Some of 
2 the time it was my brother Brian when he took over the 
3 oversight of Crestview in I think late -- late 1988 
4 or 1989. I don't remember when that was exactly. 
5 Q. So, there was a period of time, then, when 
6 Brian took over the oversight of the Crestview 
7 Apartments? 
8 A. That is correct. 
9 Q. In 1988 or '89? 
10 A. Yes. 
11 Q. You were injured the first time in 1976 when 11 Q. How did that come about? 
12 you fell off the roof; correct? 12 A. I wasn't present. I -- there was some meeting 
l3 A. Correct 13 that my dad called. 
14 Q. And then you were burned in 1993? 14 Q. Okay. 
15 A. Yes. 15 A. I wasn't present. 
Q. Was that --16 Q. And you started receiving the $3,000 a month 16 
17 after you were burned? 17 A. Of the trustees, I believe, but I wasn't 
included. And the resident manager, Ervin Urbaniak. 1 s A. On a monthly basis. 18 
19 Q. Were you receiving the $3,000 a month before 19 Q. Do you recall where that meeting took place? 
A. My understanding was it took place at George 20 you were burned? 20 
21 A. Not designated as such, or at least from my 21 Wadsworth's office. 
22 accounting standpoint, because I just got checks. But 22 Q. And that was in '88 or '89? 
A. Yes. 23 they varied in amounts and they varied in their times 23 
24 they were delivered. 24 Q. And what is your understanding of what crune 
out of that meeting? 25 Q. Did they vary -- was there any relationship 25 
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1 between the amounts you were getting and the amount of 
2 work you were doing for your dad? 
3 A. I don't know. There might have been, but not 
4 that I'm aware of. 
5 · Q. When you were getting the checks for $3,000 a 
6 month, were you being paid by any other of your dad's 
7 entities or being paid in addition to the $3,000 a month 
8 for the work you were doing for your dad? 
9 A. I don't believe so. 
10 Q. Was your wife Kathleen being paid during this 
11 period of time by your dad or your dad's entities? 
12 A. She did some bookkeeping or was a backup for 
13 doing bookkeeping for a short period of time. 
14 Q. And do you recall what she was being paid for 
15 doing that? 
16 A. Oh, I don't know. It was a nominal amount, 
17 $300 a month or something like that. 
18 Q. Was that coming from Crestview? 
19 A. That was coming from Crestview. 
20 Q. So, at least during some period of time you 
21 were getting $1,879 a month from Crestview and she was 
22 getting some amount for doing bookkeeping for Crestview? 
23 A. She was doing that for the function that she 
24 was performing. 
25 Q. Who was paying her for the work she was doing? 
Page?? 
1 A. What came out of that meeting was Brian would 
2 take over the operational side, I would still get --
3 continue to get paid the amount that HUD allowed for 
4 management, and Katie was getting the bookkeeping. 
5 Q. · Was your dad at that meeting; do you know? 
6 A. Well, I would presume so, since he's the one 
7 that called the meeting. And my understanding is he 
8 picked up Erv and drove him down to Boise, is the story 
9 that I heard. 
10 Q. And you heard that from whom? 
11 A. I don't recall. 
12 Q. Do you know whether Brian was being paid for 
13 the oversight of Crestview by Crestview? 
14 A. I don't believe so. 
1s Q. Do you know whether he was being paid at all 
16 for that oversight? 
17 A. I don't know. 
18 MR. CLARK.: I'm about to go into the First 
19 Amended Complaint, which is going to take a little while 
20 to get through. I'm suggesting that we take a break now 
21 for lunch and try and start back at 1:00. 
22 (Luncheon recess taken.) 
23 (Mr. Hanby left the deposition and Mr. Dinius 
24 entered the deposition.) 
25 MR. CLARK.: Back on the record. 
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Q. On the bottom in the right-hand corner. l A. Yes. 
A. Ofpage2? 2 Q. Was this contract the purchase by you ofan 
Q. At page I. 3 undivided 13 percent interest in the plant and facility 
A. Oh. page 1? Yes. 4 of the nursing home? 
Q. And do you see your signature on that 5 A. Yes. 
document? 6 Q. And your siblings each acquired a similar 
A. I do. 7 13 percent interest; is that correct? 
Q. On the second page? 8 A. Yes. 
A. Yes. 9 Q. Under separate contracts? 
Q. What is your understanding of this agreement? 10 A. Under separate contracts. 
A. That was conveying the sale of the personal II Q. Why were there separate contracts for each one 
property to the six kids prior to the sale of the real 12 of you; do you recall? 
estate. 13 A. I don't. 
Q. Do you recall or understand why this sale of 14 Q. And then the Pavloffs and Bakers also acquired 
the equipment was separate from the sale of the real 15 an interest at the same time; did they not? 
estate? 16 A. They did. 
A. Not offuand. 17 Q. In the plant and facility? 
Q. And by "sale of the equipment," this is the 18 A. Yes. 
equipment that was in the nursing home; is that correct? 19 Q. Did they acquire an interest in the equipment? 
A. Correct. 20 A. No. 
Q. In the second numbered paragraph of this 21 Q. So, at this point in time -- let me back up 
document it says that: "Purchasers agree to execute and 22 for a minute. Did your parents retain any interest in 
deliver to sellers their promissory note evidencing the 23 the plant, facility, and the equipment as of the time of 
purchasers' obligation to pay to sellers the total 24 this contract in 1984? 
purchase price of $400,000 together with interest at 25 A. I don't believe so. 
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7 percent per annum commencing January 1, 1985." I Q. At this time in 1984 was there a mortgage on 
Up to that point did I read it correctly? 2 the property? 
A. It was paragraph 3? 3 A. Yes. 
Q. 2. 4 Q. And was that mortgage held by or regulated by 
A. 2? Oh. I think so. 5 HUD? 
Q. Did you execute a promissory note? 6 A. Yes. 
A. I don't recall. 7 Q. And does that appear to be your signature on 
Q. Do you know whether this $400,000 was fully 8 this document at page 14? If you look at the very 
paid? 9 bottom of the page it says: "Real estate contract -
A. I don't recall. 10 14." 
(Exhibit 5 marked.) 11 A. Yes. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) I've handed you what has been 12 Q. And that is your signature; is it? 
marked Exhibit No. 5, a document that's labeled "Real 13 A. Yes. 
Estate Contract, Undivided 13 Percent Interest in 14 Q. What is your understanding of this contract? 
Tenancy in Common." 15 A. It was the purchase of a 13 percent interest 
A. Mm-hmm. 16 in the physical plant, buildings, and grounds of what 
MR. SCHILLER: Yes? 17 was referred to as the nursing home. 
TIIB WI1NESS: Yes. 18 Q. And on page 2 it recites a purchase price of 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) And the first line says: 19 $676,000; is that your understanding? Is it accurate? 
"This contract is entered into and effective as of the 20 A. Yes. 
31st day of August, 1984, between Arthur Donald Watkins 21 Q. And then the next paragraph, paragraph 2 on 
and Florence R Watkins, husband and wife, (hereinafter 22 page 2, states, under "Down Payment" or after the words 
referred to collectively as the seller) and Donald 23 "Down Payment: Purchaser agrees to deed to seller his 
Eugene Watkins, a married man." 24 undivided tenancy-in-common interest in certain exchange 
Did I read that correctly? 25 properties located in Ada County, Idaho, as a down 
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payment to seller such that this transaction will 1 by a similar provision? Were all of the contracts the 
qualify as a partially tax free exchange pursuant to IRC 2 same? 
Section 1031. The agreed value of purchaser's exchange 3 A. All of the contracts were the same. 
equity interest is sixty-five thousand dollars 4 Q. Has the full purchase price of-· or the full 
($65,000)." 5 balance of the purchase price been paid? 
Did I read that correctly? 6 A. I don't think so. I'm not sure. I don't 
A. Yes. 7 know. There were many modifications to the interest 
Q. What is your understanding of this provision? 8 rates and other agreements and plans and I don't recall 
What were you exchanging as your down payment? 9 at this time. 
A. We acquired some property in order to 10 Q. We know there were two amendments. Is it your 
effectuate a 1031 exchange to reduce my dad's tax 11 recollection there may have been more than two 
consequence of the transaction, and we acquired some 12 amendments to this contract? 
property on South Cloverdale Road. 13 A. Quite possibly. 
Q. Do you recall what that property was? 14 Q. Okay. 
A. I can't remember the guy's name we bought it 15 A. Whether they were formal or not I don't know, 
from. 16 or whether that was just •• I don't know. 
Q. Was it farm ground or·· 17 Q. But anyway, from the date of the contract 
A. Yeah. 18 going forward the payments started out being $5,590 a 
Q. -- or commercial property? 19 month from you; is that correct? 
A. It was farm ground. 20 A. That's what it says. 
Q. Farm ground? 21 Q. To whom were those payments made? 
A. Yeah. 22 A. I believe those were made to my dad. 
Q. When you say "we," are you talking you and 23 Q. Byyou? 
your siblings? 24 A. No. 
A. Correct. 25 Q. What was the source of the payment, then? 
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Q. Was the property appraised? 1 A. The payment was handled by the •• when 
A. The property that we acquired? 2 Restorative Care Center made their payment it was 
Q. Yes, for the exchange. 3 deposited into a bank account for all tenants. Then 
A. I don't recall. 4 their payments were paid out of that to cover the 
Q. And then in paragraph 3 it says: "Balance of 5 contract obligations. And then the difference was 
Purchase Price: The purchaser agrees to pay the 6 disbursed as different requirements in the contract 
remainder of the purchase price in the amount of 7 obligations were met. 
$611,000 in equal monthly installments of $5,590 each, 8 Q. Let's back up and help me understand that. 
with the first installment due on or before the first 9 Restorative Care Center, who is that? 
day of October, 1984, and a like sum on or before the 10 A. That would have been the purchasers of the 
first day of each succeeding calendar month until the 11 plant and facility. 
entire balance of principal and interest has been paid 12 Q. Were you a member of that organization? 
in full. Interest shall commence at closing and shall 13 A. No. 
be computed at the annual rate of 9 percent per annum, 14 Q. So, how did they play into this? 
compounded monthly, on the unpaid principal balance of 15 A. Well, they're the ones that bought the 
the contract, and (to the extent pennitted by Washington 16 property from us. 
law} on any overdue interest or other delinquent 17 Q. Okay. 
payments, from the due date thereof. Interest shall be 18 A. Okay? 
calculated monthly on the basis of a 360-day year of 12 19 Q. Well, Jet me back up, then. As I understand 
30-day months. The amount of the monthly installment is 20 it, you and your siblings bought the property from your 
set to amortize the entire principal balance over thirty 21 parents in 1984; right? 
(30) years, more or Jess." 22 A. Correct. 
Did I read that correctly? 23 Q. And then you and your siblings sold your 
A. Yes. 24 interest in 2004; right? 
Q. If you know, were each of your siblings bound 25 A. Right. 
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Q. Which would have been 20 years later. 1 A. After the reserve requirements were met. 
A. Yeah. 2 Q. If you look at page 3 of Exhibit No. 5, 
Q. So, for a period of about 20 years, then, you 3 paragraph 4, it says: "Payments Absolute: The 
and your siblings owned the plant and facilities? 4 obligation of the purchaser to make payments under this 
A. Correct. 5 contract is absolute and unconditional, irrespective of 
Q. Who was operating it during that 20-year 6 the existence at any time of any claim, set-off, 
period of time? 7 counterclaim, proceeding, dispute or other matter 
A. Initially C&L Concerns -- g involving a claim, or alleged claim, by the purchaser 
Q. Okay. 9 against the seller whether under this contract or 
A. -- who was the lessee at the time that we 10 otherwise; provided, however, in the event seller fails 
acquired the plant and facility under this contract. 11 to cure any default by seller in any payment obligation 
MR. IBARP: Pardon me, what was that name 12 of the seller under paragraph 15 hereof within five days 
again? 13 after service by purchaser to seller of notice and 
THE Wl1NESS: C&L Concerns. 14 demand to cure default, and on further condition that 
Q. (BY .MR. CLARK) Is that C and ampersand L 15 purchaser is not then himself in default under this 
Concerns, or do you know? 16 contract or under any of the other agreements collateral 
A. I think so. That's the way I always wrote it. 17 hereto, purchaser shall be entitled to make such payment 
Q. They were making lease payments, then, to you 18 as may be necessary to cure seller's default, or any 
and your siblings? 19 portion thereof, or to deduct the amount so paid, 
A. Correct. 20 together with interest at 18 percent per annum from date 
Q. Did you and your siblings have an entity that 21 of payment, from the installment payments next following 
held your interest? 22 due seller." 
A. We entered into a tenants-in-common agreement 23 Did I read that correctly? 
for this property. 24 A. Yes. 
Q. And what was your understanding of that 25 Q. What was your understanding or what is your 
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agreement? I understanding of this provision? 
A. That was the operating grounds that the six 2 A. So that my dad could effect payment if 
children and Pavloffs and another purchaser and Bakers 3 somebody failed to make a payment. 
operated under. 4 Q. Were you and your siblings -- or let me back 
Q. So, would the rental payments from C&L 5 up. Were you represented by legal counsel at the time 
Concerns then go to some bank account under the 6 that you signed this agreement? 
tenants-in-common agreement? 7 A. No. 
A. I don't know if it was the -- if the bank 8 Q. Were your siblings represented? 
account was established under the tenants in common or 9 A. No. 
whether it was just established under George Wadsworth, 10 Q. Was your dad represented? 
who was appointed to receive the funds and disburse the 11 A. Yes. 
funds on behalf of the co-tenants. 12 Q. Do you recall who represented your dad? 
Q. So, George Wadsworth, then, was designated as 13 A. Bruce Morgan. 
the individual to receive the lease payments and then 14 Q. And was he located in Seattle? 
what would he do with those lease payments after he IS A. He was. 
received them? 16 (Exhibit 6 marked.) 
A. I would imagine that he paid the contractual 17 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You've been handed what is 
obligations, set the reserves aside, and then 18 marked Exhibit No. 6. It's labeled "Real Estate 
distributed the excess to each of the co-tenants 19 Contract, Undivided 17 Percent Interest in Tenancy in 
according to their percentage of ownership. 20 Common." And it begins by: "This contract is entered 
Q. And you were one of those co-tenants? 21 into and effective as of the 31st day of August, 1984, 
A. I was one of those co-tenants. 22 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, 
Q. Do you recall whether you were receiving 23 husband and wife, (hereinafter referred to collectively 
payments during that period of time, that 20-year period 24 as the seller) and Patricia Ann Saliby, Janet LaRue 
oftime? 25 Thomson, Sharon Marie Wadsworth, Brian Dale Watkins, 
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Arnold Douglas Watkins and Donald Eugene Watkins, as I Florence R. Watkins" and then, "as Mrs. Watkins' 
nominees for Leo S. Pavlo ff and Carolyn L. Pavloff, 2 community one half interest." 
husband and wife, (hereinafter referred to collectively 3 "Wherefore, the undersigned executor of the 
as the purchaser), the parties agreeing as follows." 4 estate of Florence R. Watkins hereby assigns, transfers 
Did I read that correctly? 5 and sets over to Arthur Donald Watkins as trustee of the 
A. Yes. 6 Husband's Trust under the will of Florence R. Watkins, 
Q. And if you look at the back page, page 14, it 7 the estate's entire right, title, and interest in and to 
says: "Dated August 31, 1984." 8 the contract effective as of July 25, 1988." 
A. Yeah. 9 And the final paragraph says: "The estate of 
Q. And do you see your signature there as one of IO Florence R. Watkins agrees to execute such other 
the nominees for purchaser? II documents as may be required to convey lo Arthur Donald 
A. ldo. 12 Watkins as trustee of the Husband's Trust under the will 
Q. What is your understanding of the purpose of 13 of Florence R. Watkins, good and marketable title to the 
this contract? 14 contract." 
A. Carolyn and Leo Pavloff were having some 15 Did I read that correctly? 
concerns about whether they could or should with their 16 A. Yes. 
position as the owner/operator ofC&L Concerns of the 17 Q. What's your understanding of the purpose of 
nursing home for reimbursement purposes and whatever 18 this document? 
else --1 don't remember all of those details. So, in 19 A. It was to convey my mother's wish in her will 
order to proceed to go forward, it was decided to in 20 for the partial funding of the Husband's Trust. 
order to still give them that opportunity, that should 21 Q. So, at this point in time, then, you had an 
they choose to exercise it we could proceed by utilizing 22 obligation to your parents under the real estate 
the nominee aspect and then they could step in and take 23 contract; is that correct? 
over this contract. 24 A. That would be correct. 
Q. So, is it fair to say that you and your 25 Q. And that's the receivable that's referred to 
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siblings were acting on their behalf as their, quote, I in this document; is that correct? 
"nominees"? 2 A. Yes. 
A. If they chose to so elect. 3 Q. And that receivable from you was then 
Q. All right. 4 transferred to the trust; is that correct? 
A. Which they did. 5 A. I believe half of it. 
Q. Did they ever take you out of this agreement? 6 Q. Half of it to the Husband's Trust? 
A. Yes. 7 A. Yes. 
Q. Do you recall when that occurred? 8 Q. And the other half was then what, retained by 
A. Shortly thereafter. 9 your dad? 
(Exhibit 7 marked.) 10 A. I don't recall exactly how all of the trusts 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) I've handed you what is marked II and everything were funded, but it appears here that 
Exhibit No. 7, labeled "Assignment of Real Estate 12 half of that contract went to the Husband's Trust and I 
Contract Receivable From Donald Eugene Watkins"; is that 13 believe the other half stayed with him. 
correct? 14 Q. There's no actual date of signature on this 
A. Yes. 15 document. It appears to state that it's effective 
Q. The first paragraph reads: "Arthur Donald 16 July 25, 1988. Is that consistent with your memory or 
Watkins and Florence R. Watkins own a real estate 17 do you know? 
contract receivable dated August 31, 1984, (hereinafter 18 A. This wasn't done until around 1996. 
referred to as the contract) from Donald Eugene Watkins. 19 Q. And what brought this about in 1996? 
On July 25, 1988, Don's wife Florence R. Watkins 20 A. Expiration of limits to complete the funding 
(Florence) died. At the date of her death, the contract 21 of trusts out of the will, I believe. 
was the community property of Arthur Donald Watkins and 22 Q. When your mom died, her will created two 
Florence R. Watkins." 23 trusts; is that correct? 
And then it says: "Arthur Donald Watkins was 24 A. I believe there was a Husband's Trust and an 
appointed personal representative of the estate of 25 Exemption Equivalent Trust. 
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l Q. And some assets from her estate were put into 
2 each of those trusts? 
3 A. Yes. 
4 Q. And your dad was the trustee initially; is 
5 that correct? 
6 A. Yes. 
7 Q. And then at some point in time he resigned? 
8 A. Yes. 
9 Q. And then you and Jay Thomson and George were 
10 appointed as co-trustees; is that correct? 
11 A. No. 
12 Q. Okay, help me understand it. 
13 A. George Wadsworth, myself, and my brother Brian 
14 were appointed co-trustees. 
15 Q. At that point in time? 
16 A. At that point in time. 
17 Q. And then at a later date Brian resigned and 
18 Jay Thomson replaced him? 
19 A. Correct. 
20 Q. Okay. 
21 (Exhibit 8 marked.) 
22 THE WITNESS: (Reviewing document.} 
23 Q. (BY MR. CLARK} Have you had a chance to look 
24 at it? 
25 A. Mm-hmm. 
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1 Q. You've been handed what is marked as Exhibit 
2 No. 8. It's labeled "Amendment to Real Estate 
3 Contract"; is that correct? 
4 A. Yes. 
5 · Q. What is your understanding of the purpose of 
6 this agreement, amendment? 
7 A. I believe the purpose of this amendment was to 
8 closer match the funds coming in with the payments out 
9 on the HUD loan. Because the HUD loan would extend for 
10 a further period of time, in order just to keep the ins 
11 and the outs matched, it was stretched out. 
12 Q. And there's a date here on page 2 of3 •• 
13 excuse me, on page 3 in the "Acknowledgement" of 
14 December 4, 1997. Is that consistent with your memory 
15 as to when this was done? 
16 A. I don't know otherwise. I have nothing to 
17 tell me otherwise. 
18 Q. You wouldn't dispute the dates, then? 
19 A. No. 
20 Q. On the notaries here? 
21 A. No. No, actually, I didn't even look at 
22 those. (Reviewing document.) Yeah. 
23 Q. ls that consistent with your recollection? 
24 A. I don't have a recollection of it, so I don't 
25 see·· 
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l Q. So, a better way to put it would be it's not 
2 inconsistent? 
3 A. Correct. 
4 Q. And that is your signature on page 2; is it? 
5 A. Yes. 
6 Q. And at that point in time, then, the payments 
7 were reduced from $5,590 a month down lo $2,800 a month? 
8 A. That's what the paper says. 
9 Q. With interest? 
10 A. Yes. 
11 Q. And on the first page, paragraph C, it says: 
12 "Remaining principal balance of$611,000." ls it your 
13 understanding that is the amount that remained unpaid --
14 MR. SCHILLER: I don't think that's what it 
15 says, Counsel. It says: "The remainder of the purchase 
16 price." I think the $611,000 is referring to the 
17 original purchase price, which is·· that's a different 
18 amount. 
19 Q. (BY MR. CLARK} So, your understanding, then, 
20 is that when it says: "Until the remaining principal 
21 balance of$61 l,OOO, plus interest," is fully paid, that 
22 was •• are you saying that was not the original •• that 
23 was not the balance that was then due? 
24 A. No, it is not. 
25 Q. Is that the original •• 
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l A. That's the original pricing from the 1984 
2 date. 
3 Q. So, it should actually then say, should it 
4 not, that the remaining principal balance of $611,000, 
5 that was originally the installment sale price, rather 
6 than balance? 
7 A. Oh, I don't know, I just read it·· it just 
8 stated a statement there that a $65,000 installment 
9 payment was made, which left a balance of $611,000 at 
IO the time of the contract. 
11 Q. Okay. So·· 
12 A. Which was a 1984 date, August 31, 1984. 
13 Q. And what I'm showing, for the record, is the 
14 Exhibit No. 5, the contract, specifies a sale price of, 
15 for your share, $676,000, a down payment of$65,000, and 
16 a balance of purchase price of $611,000 payable monthly 
17 at $5,590; okay? 
18 A. Right. 
19 Q. The payments each month of$2,800, did those 
20 continue, then, to come from C&L Concerns lease 
21 payments? 
22 A. Yes. 
23 Q. And they were still paid pursuantto your 
24 tenants-in-common agreement? 
2S A. I don't believe the tenants-in-common 
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l agreement addressed exactly how that process was to be 
2 effected. 
3 Q. George Wadsworth was managing the money; was 
4 he not? 
5 A. That's my recollection, but I don't know if 
6 that's in the tenants-in-common agreement. 
7 Q. Do you know how that came about that he became 
8 the money manager, if you will? 
9 A. He became -- he was just the representative 
10 payee on our -- to simplify one location. That way six 
II people or seven groups of people didn't have to do all 
12 of their own. It would be handled. 
13 Q. Was he also serving as the handler of the 
14 money on behalf of the Bakers and Pavloffs as well as --
15 A. Yes. 
16 Q. -- you and your siblings? 
17 A. That is my understanding. 
18 Q. All right. 
19 THE WllNESS: I've got a question for you. 
20 MR. CLARK: Do you want to take a quick break? 
21 Now is a good time. 
22 THE WllNESS: Okay. 
23 (Recess held.) 
24 (Exhibit 9 marked.) 
25 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Mr. Watkins, you've been 
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I handed what is marked Exhibit No. 9. It's labeled 
2 "Second Real Estate Contract Amendment"; is that 
3 correct? 
4 A. Yes. 
5 Q. The first paragraph says: "This second real 
6 estate contract amendment is made and entered into this 
7 30th day of December, 1998, between Arthur Donald 
8 Watkins and the trustees of the Florence R. Watkins 








Donald Eugene Watkins, as contract purchaser, the 
parties agreeing as follows." 
Did I read that correctly, the first part? 
A. I believe so. 
Q. The next paragraph marked paragraph A states: 
"The December 31, 1998 Fifth Amendment to that certain 
lease which was dated December 27, 1974, between Arthur 
17 Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, as lessor, and 
18 C&L Concerns, Inc., as lessee, reduced the monthly lease 
19 payment to be paid currently by the lessee to the 
20 RCC-co-tenants as successors to the original lessors, to 
21 the aggregate sum of$34,000, from the earlier monthly 
22 lease payment of$46,000." 
23 Did I read that correctly? 
24 A. I believe so. 
25 Q. What's your understanding of the purpose for 
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I this second amendment? 
2 A. Reading that much, I don't recall. 
3 Q. Do you want to read through the rest of it? 
4 A. That might shed some more light. 
5 Q. Sure. Go right ahead, please. 
6 A. (Reviewing document.) Okay, I've read through 
7 it. 
8 Q. What is your understanding of this agreement? 
9 A. Pretty much what it says. 
10 Q. The payments were reduced to $1,645 a month; 
II is that correct? 
12 A. That would be correct. 
13 Q. In the agreement it refers to the "RCC 
14 co-tenants." Was that the name of the entity or the 
15 account that received the payments on your behalf, the 
16 behalf of your siblings, and Bakers and Pavloffs? Is 
17 that what you called yourselves? 
18 A. Yes. 
19 Q. Was that a formal entity? 
20 A. No. Well, other than the co-tenancy in common 
21 operating agreement. 
22 Q. Okay. 
23 A. And we referred to that as the RCC co-tenants. 
24 Q. What did the "RCC" stand for? 
25 A. Restorative Care Center. 
Page 105 
I Q. Okay. In paragraph B, this document states 
2 that there's "a current mortgage indebtedness of 
3 approximately $1.6 million" with an amortization of 15 
4 years underlying the "HUD insured loan on the property." 
S Is that consistent with your recollection? 
6 A It would be. 
7 Q. After the second amendment was made did the 
8 cash payments continue to flow to George? 
9 A. I don't know that there was any change in that 
10 mechanism. 
11 Q. And then George would then distribute the 
12 funds according to this new payment schedule? 
13 A. I would presume so. 
14 Q. Do you know whether he actually did it that 
15 way? 
16 A. I don't -- I never received any documentation 
17 from him showing my amounts. 
18 Q. Did you ever see any balance --
19 A. No. 
20 Q. -- from him showing what you owed? 
21 A No. 
22 Q. Or what was paid on your behalf? 
23 A. No. 
24 Q. Did you ever get any kind of accounting --
25 A No. 
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Q. - on that? Do you know whether your siblings 1 yourself out of your own checking account? 
got any accounting on that? 2 A. No. 
A. I don't know. 3 Q. So, it was always done through the lease 
Q. Have you seen the affidavit that was prepared, 4 payment to George and then redistributed to the payment 
declaration prepared by Denise McClure in support of the 5 schedule? 
Motion For Partial Summary Judgment that was filed by 6 A. That is correct. 
your dad in this case? 7 Q. Do you know whether that continues to this 
MR. SCHILLER: He hasn't seen it. B day? 
MR. CLARK: He has not seen it? 9 A I don't know. 
MR. SCHULER: No. He's got it now. Recently 10 Q. Are you receiving any lease payments from C&L 
I delivered it to him, but he hasn't had a chance to -- 11 Concerns at this point in time? 
THE Wl1NESS: I haven't seen it yet. 12 A. No. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You haven't had a chance to 13 Q. You and your siblings sold your interest in 
read it? 14 the nursing home in 2004; is that correct? 
MR. SCHILLER: No. 15 A. That is correct 
THE WI1NESS: No. 16 Q. Did you retain any interest in the nursing 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Why don't we go ahead and look 17 home or in the lease at that time? 
at it. I suspect you're going to say you disagree with 18 A. No. 
it, but that's fine. We need to know. I mean, if you 19 Q. Okay. 
don't know, if you haven't been told what the balances 20 A. I don't believe so. 
are, how they're calculated, then it's pretty hard to 21 Q. Are you aware or do you have knowledge of any 
comment on it. I understand. 22 other amendments to your real estate contract relating 
A. Yeah. 23 to the nursing home where you bought it from your 
(Exhibit 10 marked.) 24 parents? 
MR. CLARK: Everybody has these, but you'll 25 A. I don't particularly remember if there was a 
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get them again. I formal agreement, but initially one of the advantages 
(Discussion held off the record.) 2 they found of having separate real estate contracts is 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Mr. Watkins, before we proceed 3 that my dad could reduce the interest rate that his kids 
to Exhibit No. 10, going back to Exhibit No. 9, is that 4 was paying but didn't have to reduce Pavloffs' or 
your signature on the second page? 5 Bakers' interest rate. 
A. It appears to be. 6 Q. Okay. 
Q. Now, moving on to Exhibit No. 10, I can tell 7 A. And it was my understanding that that was done 
you that Denise McClure is an accountant that your 8 for some period of time early on. 
father and the Conservator have hired to assist them 9 Q. Okay, it's my understanding that Leo and 
with this lawsuit. Okay? 10 Carolyn Pavloff are paying an interest rate of 
A. Okay. 11 10.S percent and that the Bakers are paying an interest 
Q. She has done some calculations under your 12 rate of IO percent and that you and your siblings are 
contract or relating to your contract and your contract 13 paying an interest rate of9 percent. Is that 
obligation for your 13 percent interest in the nursing 14 consistent with your knowledge? 
home. And according to her calculations your obligation 15 A. That was consistent with the original contract 
as of September 30 is $1,593,263.43. And I don't expect 16 agreements, yes. 
you to comment on that because you already told me you 17 Q. And my infonnation is that the payments that 
don't know how much you owe on that agreement. 18 were being made by Pavloffs of$5,780 per month and the 
According to her calculation, she states that 19 payments that were being made by Bakers of$1,3SO per 
your payment was due on September I, 2009, and that it 20 month was not reduced at the time that the payments from 
went into default on that date when it was not paid. Do 21 you and your siblings were reduced. Is that consistent 
you recall or do you know whether that payment was made 22 with your knowledge? 
on September 1 of 2009? 23 A I don't recall. 
A. I don't know. 24 Q. You don't know whether it's accurate or not? 
Q. Did you ever make the payments directly 25 A. I don't. 
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Q. All right Rollin and is it LaDonna, 1 A. Correct. 
L-a-D-o-n-n-a Baker; is that correct? 2 Q. Is that your signature? 
A. Yes. 3 A. It appears lo be. 
Q. So, is it fair to say you don't know whether 4 Q. Paragraph C recites that the sale price, the 
you are in default of your contract? 5 total purchase price is $6,089,516; is that correct? 
A. That would be correct. 6 A. That's what it says. 
Q. Or how much it might be if you are in default? 7 Q. Do you know if that's accurate? 
A. That would be correct. 8 A. I don't know otherwise. 
(Exhibit l l marked.) 9 Q. At the time of the sale there was still the 
THE WITNESS: (Reviewing document.} 10 HUD mortgage on the property; was there not? 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) It's my understanding that in 11 A. That's my understanding. 
2004 you and your siblings together with the Pavloffs 12 Q. And isn't it true that your dad went to Zion's 
and the Bakers sold your interest in the nursing home; 13 Bank and borrowed the money to pay off the HUD mortgage 
is that correct? 14 so you could close this sale? 
A. Yes. 15 A. I've heard that. 
Q. You've been handed what has been marked as 16 Q. Do you know? 
Exhibit No. 11. It's labeled "First Amended and 17 A. I do not know from personal experience or have 
Restated Real Property Purchase and Sale Contract"; is 18 seen any documents to that effect. 
that correct? 19 Q. Who represented your interests in this 
A. That's what it's labeled. 20 transaction? 
Q. And it states in the first paragraph: "The 21 A. My brother Brian handled the transaction for 
parties hereto are Southeast Care Center Facilities, a 22 all of the co-tenants, I believe. 
Washington nonprofit corporation (buyer}; and Sharon M. 23 Q. Did he in fact have a power of attorney from 
Wadsworth, Patricia A. Saliby, Donald Eugene Watkins, 24 you to do that? 
Arnold Douglas Watkins, Brian Dale Watkins, Janet L. 25 A. He did at the vety end to sign the closing 
Page 111 Page 113 
Thomson, Leo and CarolynPavloff(husband and wife}, and 1 documents so everybody didn't have to go up at a 
Rollin Baker and LaDonna Baker (husband and wife} (all 2 moment's notice when they got evetything completed. 
sellers}"; is that correct? 3 Q. Do you recall how much you received from this 
A. Yes. 4 transaction? 
Q. Is this the document under which you and your 5 A. No. 
siblings, the Pavloffs, and the Bakers, sold your 6 Q. And the page 6, the first page 6 -- well, wait 
interest in the nursing home to Southeast Care Center 7 a minute. The third page 6 has Janet Thomson's 
Facilities? 8 signature at the bottom. Do you see that? 
A. It looks like this is an amendment to that 9 A. Yes. 
agreement. JO Q. Above that are signatures by "Attorney in 
Q. Was there an agreement before this one, then? 11 Fact" for Leo Pavloffand Carolyn Pavloff. Do you know 
A. I'm not sure. 12 who signed that for them as their attorney in fact? 
Q. Okay. 13 A No idea 
A. There were lots of drafts, but I don't know 14 (Exhibit 12 marked.} 
which one was the final closing document. 15 MR. CLARK: It's labeled "Agreement Re: 
Q. If you tum to page 6 of this document, do you 16 Payment of Contract." 
see where it says: "Dated May"·- is that "May 18, 17 (Discussion held off the record.) 
2004''? Does that appear to be your signature? 18 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Have you had a chance to look 
A. Not mine. 19 at Exhibit No. 12? 
Q. Onpage6? 20 A. Yeah. 
A. Not on my page 6. 21 Q. You've been handed Exhibit No. 12 --
Q. Oh, there's more than one page 6. Excuse me. 22 A. Yes. 
MR. SCHILLER: The second one. 23 Q. -· and that's labeled "Agreement Re: Payment 
THE WITNESS: Mine is on the second page 6. 24 of Contract"; is it not? 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Bates BDW010128; correct? 25 A. Yes. 
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I CERTIFICATE OF WITNESS l REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
2 I, DONALD EUGENE WATKINS, being first duly 2 I, SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, Certified Shorthand 
3 sworn, depose and say: 3 Reporter, certify: That the foregoing proceedings were 
4 That I am the witness named in the foregoing 4 taken before me at the time and place therein set forth, 
5 deposition, Volume I, consisting of pages I through 160; 5 at which time the witness was put under oath by me; 
6 that I have read said deposition and know the contents 6 That the testimony and all objections made were 
7 thereof; that the questions contained therein were 7 recorded steno graphically by me and transcribed by me or 
8 propounded to me; and that the answers contained therein 8 under my direction; 
9 are true and correct, except for any changes that I may 9 That the foregoing is a true and correct record 
IO have listed on the Change Sheet attached hereto: 10 of all testimony given, to the best ofmy ability; 
11 DATED this __ day of ,20_. II I further certify that I am not a relative or 
12 12 employee of any attorney or party, nor am J financially 
13 13 interested in the action. 
14 14 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I set my hand and seal this 
15 DONALD EUGENE WATKINS 15 8th day of November, 2013. 
16 16 
17 SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this _day 17 
18 of ,20_. 18 
lJ~~ ~· 19 19 20 20 
21 NAME OF NOTARY PUBLIC 21 SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, RPR, CRR 
22 22 Notary Public 
23 NOT ARY PUBLIC FOR 23 P.O. Box 2636 
24 RESIDING AT 24 Boise, Idaho 83701-2636 
25 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 25 My commission expires January 17, 2016 
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Case No. CV OC 0921373 
REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
AGAINST DOUG AND VIRGINIA 
WATKINS AND BRIAN AND 
ROBYNLEE WATKINS 
Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don" or "Plaintiff''), by and through his counsel of 
record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, hereby submits this Reply Memorandum in 
Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
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I. REPLY TO DOUG AND VIRGINIA 
In their Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment ("Doug & Virginia 
Brief'), Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins do not dispute that Doug has 
been in breach of his Nursing Home Contract beginning August 2, 2010. (For Plaintiff's 
argument on this point, see Suppl. Mem. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J., Apr. 7, 2014, Part 
111.A.1. b.) Instead, they contend that, because Plaintiff is willing to accept less than what Doug 
actually owes on the Nursing Home Contract in order to avoid a trial on damages, there is a 
1 
material fact issue preventing the Court from entering summary judgment on the amount owing. 
Doug and Virginia also request an offset for amounts they claim are owing under Doug's 
2 
Compensation Agreement. (Doug & Virginia Br. 6.) The Court should reject both arguments. 
A. There Is No Genuine Fact Issue as to the Minimum Sum Doug Owes as Damages on 
his Nursing Home Contract 
Doug contends that a spreadsheet provided by Brian containing only hearsay is enough to 
generate a fact issue as to how much he owes on his Nursing Home Contract. He also asserts 
that, since the actual amount he owes is higher than the minimum Plaintiff's experts have 
identified, summary judgment is inappropriate. The Court should reject these arguments because 
there is no admissible evidence contradicting Plaintiff's expert opinions as to the minimum 
amount outstanding on Doug's Nursing Home Contract and Plaintiff is willing to accept that 
minimum as damages. 
1 The contract and amendments thereto that Doug had with Don to purchase the nursing home real property and 
appurtenances in Seattle is referred to as "Doug's Nursing Home Contract." These documents can be found at 
Don Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J., Oct. 9, 2013, Exs. A-C. 
2 Doug's Compensation Agreement can be found at Don Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J., Oct. 9, 2013, Ex. M. 
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1. Plaintiff Is Willing to Accept Brian's Calculations for the Purpose of Attaining 
Summary Judgment as to Damages 
Doug and Virginia submit the Declaration of Brian Watkins, filed September 15, 2014, 
which contains a balance ledger for the amount Doug purportedly owes to Don under Doug's 
Nursing Home Contract. (Brian Deel., Sep. 15, 2014, ("Brian Declaration"), Ex. E.) Brian's 
ledger shows $205,260.26 owing as of December 1, 2009, while the table that Steven Neighbors 
("Conservator") relied upon in support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
shows $221,556.82 owing as of that date. (Neighbors Suppl. Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. 
J., Apr. 7, 2014 ("Suppl. Neighbors Deel."), Ex. A.) 
Although they offer Brian's alternative calculation as evidence, Doug and Virginia do not 
otherwise substantively challenge Conservator's calculations, nor do they question the 
assumptions Conservator applied in making his calculations. Therefore, the parties can avoid any 
material fact issues as to the amount Doug and Virginia owe by simply taking Brian's slightly 
lower number as true. If Brian's number, $205,260.26, is used as the amount owing on 
December 1, 2009, then a total of $366,222.14 is due and owing under Doug's Nursing Home 
Contract. Plaintiff is willing to accept $366,222.14, rather than the higher true amount, for the 
purpose of resolving this matter on summary judgment. 3 
2. Ms. McClure's Calculations Are Admissible, Reliable Evidence of the Amount 
Owing 
Doug and Virginia attempt to discredit the opinion delivered by Ms. McClure, Plaintiff's 
forensic accountant, as to what Doug owes on his Nursing Home Contract by stating that she 
3 Nothing in this Memorandum should be construed as a waiver of Plaintiff's right to challenge Brian's calculations 
in subsequent proceedings if the Court decides not to grant summary judgment for the newly calculated amount. 
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cannot accurately recreate all of Plaintiff's accounting. (Doug & Virginia Br. 3-4.) In support, 
Doug and Virginia provide quotations from Ms. McClure, but omit to mention that they are 
citing her first Expert Witness Report from March 26, 2013. The original Expert Witness Report 
Doug and Virginia rely upon was filed with the Court over a year ago and has since been 
superseded by two addenda. (Counsel Aff. in Supp. Doug & Virginia Mot. Summ. J., Sep. 23, 
2013, Ex. B ("First McClure Expert Report").) 
Further, the quotations in Doug and Virginia's brief are taken out of context. The first 
two quotations relate to how difficult it has been for Ms. McClure to reconstruct the accounting 
records Brian lost or destroyed. (Doug & Virginia Br. 3-4.) These quotations appear on page 6 
of the First McClure Expert Report, in which Ms. McClure is merely discussing how difficult it 
was to trace the disposition of assets Don owned. (Id. Ex. B, at 6.) The third quotation, in which 
Ms. McClure indicates that she cannot trace funds to Don's personal accounts, relates only to 
certain interest payments Don was supposed to receive from trusts created in his late wife's will. 
(Id. Ex. B, at 11.) These interest payments have nothing to do with payments Doug made against 
the debt on his Nursing Home Contract. 
Doug and Virginia also accuse Ms. McClure of changing her opinion without any 
"cogent argument." (Doug & Virginia Br. 4.) While it is true that Ms. McClure has revised her 
opinion, she did so for good reasons that do not prevent the Court from granting summary 
judgment. In October 2013, Ms. McClure initially opined that Doug owed $1,513,196, as of 
October 2013, then later opined that Doug owed $446,442 as of February 1, 2014. Ms. 
McClure's conclusion changed primarily because she was applying different assumptions. 
(Dinius Deel. in Opp. Mot. Summ. J., Sep. 15, 2014 ("Dinius Deel."), Ex. B, at 11.) She 
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explained the differing calculations in her Second Addendum to Expert Witness Report, dated 
March 11, 2014: 
1. In her initial opinion, Ms. McClure strictly applied the terms of Doug's Nursing 
Home Contract. In the later opinion, she did not, in an effort to reduce or eliminate issues 
that would impede summary judgment. 
2. When Ms. McClure made her first opinion, she had no documentation for 
payments on the Nursing Home Contracts between their effective date in 1984 and 1994. 
According to the records from Sharon Wadsworth that Ms. McClure was using, the 
balance remaining on Doug's contract as of December 1, 1994, was listed as roughly 
$110,000 lower than Ms. McClure would have expected if Doug had made payments as 
required. There was no explanation for this discrepancy in the records available. In her 
initial opinion, Ms. McClure added this amount back on, but in her subsequent opinion 
she gave Doug the benefit of the doubt and did not add it on even though there was no 
evidence to substantiate $110,000 decrease. This lower principal amount becomes 
amplified after applying interest over the course of twenty years. 
3. Beginning January 1, 1999, pursuant to the Second Amendment to Real Estate 
Contract, Doug began making payments of only $1,645.00 toward interest and principal 
on his debt. (Don Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J., Oct. 9, 2014, Ex. C, at 2.) This 
amount generally did not even cover interest as it accrued. Ms. McClure capitalized that 
unpaid interest in her first computation, but in the second she wrote it off altogether. 
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(Id.) That Ms. McClure decided to make some assumptions in Doug's favor-even though not 
required under the language of his Nursing Home Contract-does not prevent the Court from 
entering summary judgment. 
Of course, none of these issues are relevant anyway because Plaintiff is willing to accept 
a lower number based on Brian's calculations. 
3. Differing Calculations by Plaintiff's Experts Do Not Preclude Summary 
Judgment as to Damages Because the Experts Agree on a Minimum Amount 
Doug and Virginia next contend that the Court should not award summary judgment 
because Conservator (Steve Neighbors) provided a calculation that differed from Ms. McClure. 
Conservator, however, indicated that he was resolving all potential doubts in Doug's favor, so 
naturally he believed the resulting number ($405,036.94) was lower than what Doug actually 
owes. (Suppl. Neighbors Deel. <J[<J[ 6-7, 13.) Again, however, Plaintiff is willing to accept 
$366,222.14, which is based on Brian's lower number. Since Doug and Virginia themselves are 
the proponents of Brian's calculations, the Court can enter summary judgment for that amount. 
4. The Court Should Reject Gene's Position Relating to the Nursing Home 
Addendum as it Applies to Doug's Nursing Home Contract 
Doug and Virginia urge the Court to adopt Gene's argument that the first amendments to 
each son's Nursing Home Contract indicates that there is nothing owing. First, declarations from 
Ms. McClure, Conservator, and Brian all demonstrate that this is simply not true. Next, a brief 
glance at Doug's Second Real Estate Contract Amendment demonstrates the document 
contemplates substantial amounts outstanding. The agreement required Doug to continue 
making payments against principal and interest. (Don Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial Summ. J., Oct. 
9, 2013 ("Don MSJ Deel."), Ex. C.) Last, even if Doug's Second Real Estate Contract 
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Amendment actually suggested that he had paid off his debt, the contract itself would merely be 
hearsay to the extent it is presented as evidence of what Doug owes. I.R.E. 801. 
B. Doug and Virginia Are Not Entitled to an Offset 
Doug and Virginia next claim that they are entitled to an offset against what Doug owes 
under Doug's Nursing Home Contract. They seek an "offset" for amounts they claim under 
Doug's Compensation Agreement, as well as a brand new claim under four alleged promissory 
notes. (Doug & Virginia Br. 6.) Plaintiff has thoroughly brief the issue of why Doug's 
Compensation Agreement is unenforceable, making an off set thereunder unnecessary. 
Additionally, the Court should reject any offset claim for the following reasons. 
1. Doug's Nursing Home Contract Specifically Forbids Offsets 
The Court can reject all of Doug and Virginia's requests for offsets out of hand because 
Doug's obligations under the Nursing Home Contract are absolute. 
The obligation of the Purchaser [Doug] to make payments under this Contract is 
absolute and unconditional, irrespective of the existence at any time of any claim, 
set-off, counterclaim, proceeding, dispute or other matter involving a claim, or 
alleged claim, by the Purchaser [Doug] against the Seller whether under this 
Contract or otherwise .... 
(Don MSJ Deel. Ex. A, at 3.) No offsets are available, so even if the Court finds that Plaintiff 
may owe something under Doug's Compensation Agreement or the promissory notes, it need not 
delay in granting summary judgment on Plaintiff's claim under Doug's Nursing Home Contract. 
2. The Statute of Limitations Has Run on Any Claim for Offset Under the 
Promissory Notes 
By statute, a claimant must, within five years, bring "[a]n action upon any contract, 
obligation or liability founded upon an instrument in writing." I.C. § 5-216. This statute applies 
to promissory notes and would begin running no later than each promissory note's maturity date. 
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See Jones v. Watson, 98 Idaho 606,614,570 P.2d 284, 292 (1977) (stating that the statute begins 
running for each installment as it comes due). Two of Doug's promissory notes matured on 
January 15, 2007, while the other two matured on December 28, 2006. (Doug Deel. in Opp. 
Mot. Partial Summ. J., Sep. 15, 2014, Ex. B.) Any action to recover amounts supposedly due 
under those notes expired over two years ago. Doug and Virginia are not entitled to an offset for 
the promissory notes. 
3. Doug and Virginia Have Not Properly Presented a Claim Under the Promissory 
Notes 
By claiming an offset for amounts supposedly due under the promissory notes, Doug and 
Virginia are seeking to recover on obligations extrinsic to Doug's Nursing Home Contract. In 
other words, they are essentially bringing a new claim for payment arising from separate 
documents, not an offset. Claims arising under extrinsic documents have to be independently 
pled and pursued as new claims. See Wing v. Hulet, 106 Idaho 912,918,684 P.2d 314, 320 (Ct. 
App. 1984) (collecting cases); Lakey v. Caldwell, 72 Idaho 52, 55,237 P.2d 610,611 (1951) 
(rejecting an unpleaded claim for offset in a contract action). Doug and Virginia have waited 
until their opposition brief to bring up their claims, preventing Plaintiff from having a full and 
fair opportunity to respond. The Court should therefore reject such argument. 
II. REPLY TO BRIAN AND ROBYNLEE 
Plaintiff refers the Court to the Plaintiff's Objections and Motion to Strike the Affidavit 
of William C. Tharp and Certain Testimony of William C. Tharp in His Affidavit Dated 
Deptember 9, 2014, and All Unfounded Statements of Fact and Exhibit "A" to Defendants' 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment, filed contemporaneously herewith, in 
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response to the generally unsupported factual assertions in Brian and Robynlee's Opposition to 
Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Brian & Robynlee Brier'). 
Brian & Robynlee oppose Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment first by 
providing a mishmash of legal authority relating generally to a motion under Rule 56 in which 
they apparent! y suggest that there is no issue of material fact. (Brian & Robynlee Br. 4-7.) 
Next, Brian and Robynlee, like Doug and Virginia, do not deny that they are in default on 
4 
Brian's Nursing Home Contract. Instead, they simply parrot some of arguments that appeared 
first in the Doug & Virginia Brief, including suggesting that Brian's amortization table should be 
used to compute the amount owing under Brian's Nursing Home Contract. (Id. 7-8.) For the 
reasons set forth above in Part I.A, the Court should reject any argument that there is a material 
issue of fact as to a minimum amount. Further, to avoid trial, Plaintiff is willing to accept a 
judgment of $388,848.01 against Brian for amounts due and owing. This number can be obtained 
by accepting as true the figures in the Brian Declaration, Sep. 15, 2014, Exhibit F. 
Ill. CONCLUSION 
Doug and Virginia, as well as Brian and Robynlee, do not dispute that Doug is in default 
on his Nursing Home Contract, and Plaintiff is willing to accept Brian's alternative figures as 
damages. Further, Doug and Virginia are not entitled to any offsets on their untimely and 
improperly presented claims. The Court should therefore: (1) grant summary judgment in favor 
of Plaintiff in the amount of $366,222.14 against Doug for breach of Doug's Nursing Home 
4 In fact, counsel for Brian and Virginia has admitted that Brian is, in fact, in default. (Tharp Aff., Sep. 19, 2014, WI 
11, 14.) 
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Contract, and (2) grant summary judgment in the amount of $388,848.01 against Brian for 
breach of Brian's Nursing Home Contract. 
DATED THIS day of September, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
V"ftl~r.JK;n· W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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William C. Tharp 
106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
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[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
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[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
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5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
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KEVIN E. DINIUS. having first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
1. I am one of the attorneys of record for Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
("Doug0 ) and Virginia Watkins in the above-entitled matter and have personal lmowledge of all 
facts contained herein. 
2. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A0 and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of relevant portions of the Deposition Transcript of Arthur Donald Watkins, 
taken November 11-14, 2013, inadvertently omitted :from Counsel's April 17, 2014 affidavit.. 
\, ...... 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this _.2.2.~y of September, 2014. 
N~ 
Commission Expires: ?/I?~ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the m1dersigned, do hereby certify that on the Aay of September, 2014, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Stephen C. Smith 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St.. Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
12021st St. s. 
P.O.Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkina 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
IZ! Facsimile -No. 466-7910 
William C. Tharp D us Mail 
106 East Fourth Street D Overnight Mail 
Second Floor D H d D 1· an e 1very 
The Dalles, OR 97058 [81 Facsimile_ No. (541) 296-6421 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
701 S Allen St, Ste IOI 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
lx1 Facsimile M No. 562-4110 
furD~ 
cm/T:\Clicnts\W\Watkins, A. Doug ::?4413\v. Arthur Donald Walki11s .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Amended Affidavit of Counsel in 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and 
the Ma~ital Community composed 
thereof; et al., , 
Defendants. 
AND Rli:LATED COUNTERCLAIMS 
REPORTED BY: 
SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, RPR, CRR 
Notary Public 
Case No. cv OC 0921373 
CONTINUED VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION 
OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS 
NOVEMBER 12, 2013 
VOLUME II 
(Pages 71 through 146) 
I ........ -... -....... .... .. ... ,,..,, .....,,,,..,.,, :.,....····""·11....,,. . . -••• .-........ ,!'O.~ ..... ,: .  ..,,.,1, ..'""\ ,,,I"", .~~ ....'!'"'.,. ·"'"·· .......... .- -,,,..,.,.\\• ..... 1 .... , ,,.., "":11, .... ,.-............... 1,,, .,,.,, .............. , ............ , ... , . . .............. ""'. ,,,...,, ....... IP.'!.i,,,,,., .. ~-··· ""• .,!"!', ••• ~ .. ~ .. :.·""" ....... ,  ,!'l'! .•.•~ ...... ,!'11",, !"!', .,,!"'!!, .~ ... mr, ,.!'!""! ... ~ ..."I" .................. !SI".,,.,., .m . .-. .. 'I!!! .. •~ .. ~ .. ""' 
(208)345-9611 M & M COURT REPORTING (208)345-8800 (fax) 
000987




Q. Okay. Did Doug ~ submit invoices to you 
for payment1 
10:34:35 3 A. No. 
10:34:36 4 Q. DidyoueverrevtcwanyinvoicesthatDoug 
10: 34: 40 5 $1.lbmitted? 





















Q. And that would have been Brian or Rollin? 
A. Orbotb. 
Q. And would George have bad aay involvement in 
handling payment of those types. of invoice& from Watkins 
ContrlWting Scrvwcs? 
A, I don't believe so. 
Q. Okay, Primarily Brian. then? 
A. Pr1marily Brian. 
Q. Okay. Are you awan, of any spcej& invoices 
tbatyoothinkDoug submitted lhat were false or untrue? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Whidi ODbS? 
/L. Well. I don't know how many ofthem, but 
lhcn:"s - I don't knowhow I'm going to explain that 
onc. You would have IO go back to all of the im<oices 
tbatan:~. 
Q. WeU, and that's what l'm mtcJeStcd in 
finding out I mean, have you reviewed the inwi.ces 
trom Watkills Contraccing SCIViccs? 
Page 125 
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10:36:46 l time. 
10:36:47 2 Q. And where arc you talking about? Are you 
10:36:49 3 talking at Banilz or Alx:cBll? 
10:36:51 4 A Ban'i.tz. 
10:36:51 5 Q. Okay. And"( maybe misUlldcmood you. I 
10:37:02 6 thought 1ho invoice you referenced was ft))ated to 
10!37:04 7 ~ 
10:37:04 8 A. Not that I know of. I don't believe it was. 
10:37:08 9 Q. So, you think tbat $27,000 invoice related to 
10:37:1210 Barri1z? 
10:37:1411 A. It did not say, And so - but I guess that's 
10:37:1912 where it supposedly was. 
10:37:2113 Q. So, you don't know? I mean, yon guessed; i$ 
10:37:2614 tbat what you're saying? 
10: 37 :2715 A. l guessed. yeah. 
10:37:2916 Q. Okay. Any other invofocs that you've ICVicwed 
10:37:3017 peoonally 1hat yon believe am thlsc? 
10:37:4018 A. I don't know. I don't know how many more I've 
10:37 :4319 seen. 
10:37:4420 Q. Do you ha;,,e a file at·· 
10:37:4621 A. No, I don't. 
10:37:4722 Q. I mean. do you. have copies of those Watkins 
10:37:5123 CoD1ractiDg Services m.voices? 
10:37 :5224 A. No,Idon't. 
10:37:5225 MR. CLARK: Let him finish the question before 
Page 127 
10:35:33 1 A. Yeah,sonieofthem. 10:37:54 1 youimswer. 
10:35: 35 2 Q. Haw many arewetalkiog? 10: 37: 56 2 Q. (BYMR. DINIUS) So. when you say you've 
10: 35: 37 3 A. Wcll,I don't kn.ow. 10: 37: 59 3 reviewed them, tell mewhenorthcprocessthatwas 
10: 35: 38 4 Q. I ~an:we talking fi\teorad02:ellor- 10: 38: 02 4 undcrtakenton:lliewthose invoices. 








10:35:42 6 Q. Okay. 10:38:07 6 furawcck'sptriodoftimetbathecharged$27,000for i 
10:35:44 7 A. l'vcncv«kcpttra<:kofthem. Butlgotooe 10:38:14 7 wo.rkandwaspaidforit. 
10: 35: 46 8 tbatBriaDscotmc showiogwhere hepaidhint$0Diefhing 10: 38: 17 8 Q. Okay. Did you receive a physical piece of 
l O : 35 : 5l 9 like $27,000 for work he had done in one week. 10 : 3 8 : 22 9 paper for that invoice to look at'? 
10:35:5610 Q. Onwhat'! 10:38:2710 A. No. 
10: 35: 5811 A. I think il was on-oh, I don'trcmembcr 10: 38: 2811 Q. That's what l'm trying to understand, Don, is 
10: 36: 0412 whether it was on 1he apartmenlSorwheth«itwason 10: 38: 3112 how would you bavegoncabo\ltreviewing the Watkins 
10 : 3 6: O 613 Acc:e$s Mini-Storage. 1 o: 3 B : 3 613 Contracting Service& invoices that Doug submitttci? 
10: 3 6: 0714 Q. What type ofwodovas - 10: 38: 4 O 14 A. I doo't nmiember where I got that one at, that 
10 : 36: 0915 A. I have no idea 10 : 3 8 : 4 3 15 particular onc. I think Brian smt it to me. 
10: 36: 1116 Q. Well, doyouknowwhcllicrornl)tthc $27,000, 10: 38: 4516 Q. Okay. And do yo11 recall theoircwnstances why 
10: 36: l417 lhen.ifthat'struly the amount, was that inflated or 10: 38: 4717 Brian senttbatcmetoyoll? 
10:36: 1818 was lllatareasonabloamount:furthewmklhatwasdonc? 10: 38: 4918 A. No, I don't. 
10: 36:2319 A. Well, firstofall, l'll sayitwasnota 10: 38: 5019 Q. Imean. did Brian tell you, neoy, ttiis seerris 
10: 36: 2620 ~leamountevenlfhehaddonesomewmt. 1111.dl 10: 38: 5320 bigb.Dad. Wlwdoyouthlnk?" 
1 o 1 3 6: 2 921 doll't boli$\le he did any. 1 o : 38 : 5 6 21 A. No, be never told me that ahll. I wish be 
10: 36: 3022 Q. And why doyollll(ltbc.,lievohe dida11y work? 10: 38: 5922 had. 
10:36: 3323 A. Bccausc,mywifb and I wontov«the1uail 10: 38: 59 23 Q. Wi8ho n10iejllStkeepingyou in the loop? 
10: 36: 3624 spent all swnmerin '99tryingto concetthc stuffthat 10: 39: 0224 A. Not even keeping.me in the loop. 
~1~0~:~3~6~:.~40~2~5~.~h~.,~~~=l~~~D~~~~~~-~o~f~~~-~the~p~~~.~·.~~~~~o~f~~l~~~:.~39~:~0~4~2~5~~ .. Q~.·~S~~~'~F,~~.you~m~~~.-~ . ll-~~-.. ~·~ ..~-~-~~~~~~i 
(208)345-9611 
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trace funds to Don's personal accounts from 2000 through March 2004 ... .'; Therefore, this claim 
necessarily fails and should be dismissed. 
C. Defendants are entitled to summary judgment on their Counterclaim to enforce 
the Compensation Agreement 
1. The Compensation Agreement was not a gift or gratuity 
Plaintiff argues that the Compensation Agreement is not enforceable because it 
constitutes ''a gratuitous promise." Opposition, p. 16. First, there are no facts in the record that 
would support this argument. Second, and more importantly, this argument is contrary to the 
plain language in the agreement as well as prior statements of Plaintiff. 
Claims for wages are governed by Chapter 6 of Title 45, Idaho Code. Section 45-601(7) 
defines wages as "compensation for labor or services rendered by an employee, whether the 
amount is detennined on a time, task, piece or commission basis.'' Paolini v. Albertson's Inc., 
143 Idaho 547, 149 P.3d 822 (2006). The tenn ''wage" is broadly defined. Gray v. Tri-Way 
Construction Services, /r,c., 2009-ID-0428.074. In fact wage is more broadly deftned in Idaho 
than other states, such as California. See Paolini, 143 Idaho at 830. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that various fonns of compensation such as (1) a 
deferred incentive compensation account; (2) sales commissions; (3) a share of company profits; 
(4) severance pay; and (5) year-end bonuses can constitute wages. Bilow v. Preco, Inc. 132 Idaho 
23, 28-9, 966 P.2d 23, 28-9; Polk v. Larrabee, 135 Idaho 303, 307-9, 17 P.3d 247, 251-3 (2000); 
Johnson v. Allied Stores Corp., 106 Idaho 363, 367, 679 P.2d 640, 644 (1984); Goff v. H.J.H 
Co., 95 Idaho 837, 840, 521 P.2d 661, 664 (1974); Thomas v. Ballou-Latimer Drug Co., 92 
Idaho 337, 342. 442 P.2d 747, 752 (1968). 
REPLY TO PLAINTIFF•s MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS DOUG AND VIRGINIA 
WATKINS• AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 6 
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In addition to analyzing whether the compensation is monetary, the Court looks to 
whether the compensation is bargained-for-compensation as opposed to a gratuity. Paolini, 149 
P.3d at 827. If the compensation is gratuitous, it cannot be a "wage/' Id. 
In this case, the Compensation Agreement states it is in consideration of a lifetime of 
work and to "compensate" Doug ''for years of service without a retirement benefit." Affidavit of 
Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion 
for Summary Judgment, on file herein, Ex. A. Further, Don acknowledged that he was obligated 
to compensate Doug for his service when he stated in his divorce action "[t]his is not being done 
as a charity, but because of an obligation owed by Respondent.'' Affidavit of Counsel in Support 
of Defendanrs Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment, 
on file herein, Ex. A. 
Plaintiff wants to argue that collateral estoppel does not apply because no benefit was 
gained in the divorce proceeding. A clear financial advantage, however, was obtained by 
Plaintiff in the amount he paid to his ex-spouse. In fact, be argued "Given the current economic 
condition of the Respondent, he is not able to pay any more than approximately $1,000.00 per 
month to the Petitioner ... '' Id, Ex. A. 
The undisputed facts of this case establish that Compensation Agreement was not a gift 
or gratuitous promise. Rather, it was executed as a severance pay/retirement benefit that 
constitutes an obligation of Plaintiff. It is further undisputed that Plaintiff has failed to pay 
Defendant as required. Therefore, Defendants are entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
2. Brian had actual and apparent authority to execute the Compensation Agreement 
Lastly, Plaintiff argues that Brian lacked actual and apparent authority to execute the 
Compensation Agreement. This is contrary to the agreement itself which grants Brian the power 
REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS DOUG AND VIROINIA 
WATKINS' AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 7 
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without limitation to execute and acknowledge all contracts. Id., Ex.. C, Power of Attorney. 
Plaintiff testified in his deposition that he did not place any restrictions upon the authority of 
Brian that were not contained in the doClUilent itself. Affidavit of Counsel in Support of 
Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary 
Judgment, on file herein, Bx. A, Don Watkins. Depo .• p. 39, IL 23-5; p. 40, 11. 1-6. Further, the 
Power of Attorney addre&,cs third-party reliance: 
Third.Party Reliance. Third parties may rely upon the representations 9f my 
agent as to all matters relating to any power granted to my agent, and no person 
who may act in reliance upon the representations of my agent or the authority 
granted to my agent shall incur any liability to me or my estate as a result of 
permitting my agent to exercise any power. 
Id. (emphasis added). 
Doug testified that he believed Brian had the authority to execute the Compensation 
Agreement as it was consistent with his llllderstanding of the power of attorney and 
representations made by Plaintiff. Affidavit of Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants Arnold 
Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkim' Motion for Summary Judgment, on file herein. Sharon 
Wadsworth. Gene Wadsworth's wife. was deposed and testified that she knew of the power of 
attorney. Declaration of Kevin Dinius in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for 
Summary Judgment, on file herein, Ex. A, Deposition of Sharon Wadsworth, p. 187, 11. 1-10. She 
also stated that prior to revocation, she had no reason to think Brian was acting inappropriately. 
Id., p. 187, 11. 11-15. In fact, when asked if she had any knowledge of a fact Doug knew or 
should have known to make him question Brian authority, she stated: "No. I don't know of 
anything." Id., p. 187, 11. 22-25. Plaintiff has failed to come forth with any evidence that would 
show that Doug and Virginia knew or should have known Brian was exceeding his authority. 
Thus, at the very least, Brian had apparent authority to execute the Compensation Agreement. 
REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS DOUG AND VIRGINIA 
WATKINS' AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 8 
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CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing. Doug and Virginia Watkins respectfully request that this Court 
grant them summary judgment on Counts 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of Plaintifrs Amended Complaint 
Further, Doug and Virginia Watkins arc entitled to summary judgment on their counterclaim for 
breach of contract. 
_..c!. 
DATED this ~~ day of September, 2014. 
DINIUS LAW 
By 7- _. ~ 
~Dinius 
M-~~Il 
Attorneys for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the~ day of September, 2014, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Stephen C. Smith D US Mail 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP D Overnight Mail 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 D Hand Delivery 
P.O. Box 1617 ~ Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
Boise, ID 83 701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller D US Mail 
1202151 St. S. D Overnight Mail 
P.O. Box21 D Hand Delivery 
Nampa, ID 83653 l8J Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
Altotney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
William C. Tharp D US Mail 
106 East Fourth Street D Overnight Mail 
Second Floor D Hand Delivery 
The Dallest OR 97058 ~ Facsimile -No. (541) 296-6421 
Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
Jace A. Richards D us Mail 
Attorney at Law D Overnight Mail 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 D Hand Delivery 
Meridian, ID 83642 IZI Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
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COME NOW, Defendants/Counterclaimants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, by and through their attorneys of record, the law finn of Dinius & 
Associates, PLLC, and hereby submit this Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Strike and 
Disregard Certain Testimony of Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins. 
ARGUMENT 
In an effort to avoid summary judgment, Plaintiff filed a Motion to Strike certain 
testimony offered by the Defendants. Most of the objections stated are not well founded attempts 
to skirt the issue at hand. Each will be addressed in tum. 
A. Doug Watkins' Affidavit 
Paragraph 6 is admissible and proper. It contains Defendant's present sense impressions 
and provides background into the ultimate Compensation Agreement. There is nothing unfairly 
prejudicial contained in this statement. 
Paragraph 7 is admissible. There is proper foundation and it is relevant because it 
provides background into the ultimate Compensation Agreement. There is nothing unfairly 
prejudicial contained in this statement. 
Paragl'aph 8 is admissible. There is proper foundation and it is relevant because it 
provides background into the ultimate Compensation Agreement. There is nothing unfairly 
prejudicial contained in this statement. There is nothing conclusory regarding the statement. 
Paragraph 11 is admissible. There is proper foundation and it is relevant because it 
provides background into the ultimate Compensation Agreement. There is nothing unfairly 
prejudicial contained in this statement. There is no hearsay because it does not contain an out of 
court statement. 
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO STRIKE AND DISREGARD CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF 
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Paragraph 14 is admissible. There is proper foundation and it is relevant because it 
provides background into the ultimate Compensation Agreement. There is nothing unfairly 
prejudicial contained in this statement. There is nothing conclusory regarding the statement. 
There is no legal conclusion contained in the statement. The best evidence rule has no 
application because the statement goes beyond the confines of the document 
Paragraph 16 is admissible. There is nothing inconsistent with it and the document at 
issue in the case. 
Paragraph 17 is admissible. There is proper foundation because the docwnent itself 
purports to be signed by Brian and there is no evidence that anyone other than Brian signed it 
Paragraph 18 is admissible. Defendant's belief and understanding is relevant to the issue 
of apparent authority. The statement is not conclusory and it does not contain a legal conclusion. 
Paragraph 19 is admissible. There is no legal conclusion and it is not argumentative but 
rather states the facts of the case. 
Paragraph 21 is admissible. There is proper foundation for the statement. It is unclear 
why Plaintiff states it is 'Wlfairly' prejudicial. Contacts with Plaintiff are relevant to all claims 
and defenses in this matter. 
Paragraph 22 is admissible. It contains Defendant's present sense impressions and 
provides background into the ultimate Compensation Agreement. There is nothing unfairly 
prejudicial contained in this statement. 
Paragraph 23 is admissible. There is proper folllldation and it is relevant because it 
provides background into the ultimate Compensation Agreement. Statements by Plaintiff are 
relevant to all claims at issue. Nothing contained in the statement is unfairly prejudicial. 
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF•s MOTION TO STRIKE AND DISREGARD CER.TAIN TESTIMONY OF 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA WATKINS • 3 
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Paragraph 25 is admissible. The statement is not argumentative and responds directly to 
the unfounded allegations of Plaintiff. There is no legal conclusion contained therein. 
Paragraph 28 is admissible. There is proper foundation and it is relevant because it shows 
no financial wrong doing could have been perpetrated by Defendant. 
Paragraph 29 is admissible. The statement is not argumentative and responds directly to 
the unfounded allegations of Plaintiff. There is no legal conclusion contained therein. 
Paragraph 30 is admissible. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations of 
Plaintiff. This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no agreement to hann 
Plaintiff existed). 
Paragraph 31 is admissible. Defendant's belief and understanding is relevant to the issue 
of apparent authority. The statement is not conclusory and it does not contain a legal conclusion. 
It contains no legal conclusion and has proper foundation. 
Paragraph 32 is admissible. Defendant's understanding of what is owed under the 
Compensation Agreement is relevant. There is proper foundation and no legal conclusion is 
being offered. 
Paragraph 34 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has 
alleged :fraudulent invoices were submitted. There is proper foundation and the statement is not 
conclusory. 
Paragraph 37 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has 
alleged fraudulent invoices were submitted. The statement responds directly to unfounded 
allegations of Plaintiff. This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no 
fraudulent invoices ever existed). 
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO STRIKE AND DISREGARD CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND VIRGINIA WATKINS~ 4 . 
000997
0$-22-'14 18:41 FROM- Di~ & Assoc 12084 7501 01 ~ T-144 P0005/0008 F-218 
Paragraph 38 is admissible. This statement responds to allegations regarding improper 
fmancial management. It is not hearsay because it is made by a party opponent. It is not vague 
or unfairly prejudicial. 
Paragraph 39 is admissible. This statement responds to allegations regarding improper 
financial management. 
Paragraph 40 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has 
alleged fraudulent invoices were submitted. The statement responds directly to unfounded 
allegations of Plaintiff. This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no 
fraudulent invoices ever existed). 
Paragraph 41 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has 
alleged an agreement under RICO. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations of 
Plaintiff. This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no improper agreement 
ever existed). 
Paragraph 42 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has 
alleged an agreement Wlder RICO. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations of 
Plaintiff. This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no improper agreement 
ever existed). 
B. Virginia Watkins Affidavit 
Paragraph 2 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has alleged 
an agreement under RICO. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations of Plaintiff. 
This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no improper agreement ever 
existed). 
OPPOSmON TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO STRIKE AND DISREGARD CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF 
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Paragraph 4 is admissible. This statement responds to allegations regarding improper 
financial management. It is not conclusory or irrelevant. 
Paragraph S is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has alleged 
unfair persuasion and undue influence. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations 
of Plaintiff. This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no unfair persuasion or 
undue influence existed). 
Paragraph 6 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has alleged 
an agreement under RICO. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations of Plaintiff. 
This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no improper agreement ever 
existed). 
Paragraph 7 is admissible. Defendant's belief and understanding is relevant to the issue of 
apparent authority. The statement is not conclusory and it does not contain a legal conclusion. 
Paragraph 8 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has alleged 
an agreement under RICO. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations of Plaintiff. 
This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no improper agreement ever 
existed). 
Paragraph 9 is admissible. Defendant's statement is relevant because Plaintiff has alleged 
an agreement under RICO. The statement responds directly to unfounded allegations of Plaintiff. 
This is the only manner in which to prove a negative (i.e. that no improper agreement ever 
existed). 
CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing. it is respectfully requested that this Court deny Plainti:frs Motion 
to Strike. 
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COME NOW, Defendants/Counterclaimants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS ("Defendants Doug and Virginia Watldns'1, by and through their 
attorneys of record, the law finn of Dinius & Associates, PLLC, and hereby submit this Reply to 
Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' Amended 
Motion/or Summary Judgment. 
INTRODUCTION 
Defendants Doug and Vuginia Watkins filed their Motion for Summary Judgment on or 
about September 23, 2013. Additional discovery was undertaken including the deposition of 
Plaintiff. Subsequently, Defendant filed their Amended Motion for Summary Judgment on April 
17, 2014. Plaintiff filed his Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Doug and Virginia 
Warkins' Amended Motion/or Summary Jwlgment (hereinafter, "Opposition") on September 15, 
2014. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Plaintiff ha1 failed to raise any issue of material fact with respect to his claim of 
fradd 
The only ~evidence' cited in the Opposition of evidence of fraud is Plaintiff's declaration 
at paragraph 18 and the deposition of Doug Watkins. Neither of these raise an issue of fact with 
respect to this claim. 
First, the declaration of Plaintiff merely states: "Every invoice submitted by Watkins 
Contracting was not accurate and true." Plaintiff has the burden of raising issues of fact at 
summary judgment and cannot rely on mere allegations. The non-moving party must come 
forward with evidence. by affidavit or otherwise, that contradicts the evidence submitted by the 
moving party in order to survive summary judgment. Kiebert v. Goss, 144 Idaho 225, 228 
(2007). The statement in Plaintiff's declaration is nothing more than an allegation and does not 
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constitute evidence that would raise an issue of fact. To allow such statements alone would put 
the Defendants in the untenable position of having to prove a negative - i.e. that no fraud 
occurred. Because Plaintiff has come forward with no evidence to support his claim of fraud, 
sununary judgment is appropriate. 
Moreover, the statement by Plaintiff is inconsistent with his deposition testimony. In his 
deposition Plaintiff could only recall an invoice for $27,000 that he did not think was reasonable. 
Amended Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' Amended 
Motion for Summary Judgment, Ex. A, Deposition of Don Watkins, (hereinafter ''Don Watkins 
Depo."), p. 125, 11. 7-18. This issue was fully discussed in the Memorandum in Support of 
Amended Motion for Summary Judgment. Quite plainly, Plaintiff cannot establish any invoice 
that was fraudulent. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the Motion for Summary 
Judgment on the claim of fraud be granted. 
B. Summary Judgment is appropriate on the claims of Rescission 
The first basis for Plaintifr s claim of rescission appears to be connected to the allegations 
of Fraud against Doug and Virginia Watkins. As clearly demonstrated above, Plaintiff simply 
has no evidence of any fraud committed by Defendants. Therefore, those same allegations cannot 
be a basis of rescission. 
Further, Plaintiff argued that Doug abused his relationship with his father "by exercising 
unfair persuasion and undue influence over Plaintiff." Interestingly, after the deposition of 
Plaintiff was taken, Plaintiff appears to have abandoned this argument. There is simply no 
mention of it in the Opposition. Therefore, it is uncontested that Doug did nothing to abuse his 
relationship with his father and, as a result, no issue of material fact regarding this allegation has 
been raised by Plaintiff. 
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Finally, as demonstrated in the Memorandum in Support of Amended Motion for 
Summary Judgment, Plaintiff is estopped from denying the obligations owed to Defendants 
because of the affidavit supplied in his divorce action in Utah. 
C. Plaintiff's claims of Unjust Enrichment, Conversion, RICO, Constructive Trust 
must all be dismissed. 
In Defendants' Memorandum in Support of Amended Motion for Summary Judgment, 
Plaintiff's claims and why they fail was outlined in great detail. In the recent Opposition, 
Plaintiff relies on sweeping allegations and generalizations but completely fails to point to any 
wrong doing on the part of Doug and Virginia Watkins. 
First, this deficiency is fatal to the claim of unjust enrichment Without establishing 
wrong doing, there are no facts or circumstances that would allow a finding that Defendants 
Doug and Virginia were unjustly enriched. 
Next, with respect to conversion, there is simply no evidence that Doug or Virginia 
converted anything. The Amended Complaint again only contains broad allegations and fails to 
establish any specific thing or item of property that was converted. This was covered extensively 
in Defendant's Memorandum in Support of Amended Motion for Summary Judgment. 
Moreover. Plaintiffs argument regarding the statute of limitation completely misses the 
mark. It cannot seriously be argued that the statute of limitation for conversion is more than three 
years. See I.C. § 5-218. As recognized in McCormack v. Caldwell, 152 Idaho 15 (Ct. App. 2011 ): 
Specifically with respect to conversion actions, the Idaho Supreme 
Court long ago held that there is no discovery exception. In Havird, the 
plaintiff believed for many years that his horse was simply lost when in fact a 
landowner who found the horse on his land kept, used, and then sold the horse. 
Although the plaintiff did not discover this until many years later, the Idaho 
Supreme Court said that such nondiscovery was immaterial to application of the 
statute of limitation. The Court held that the limitation period for the owner,s 
conversion claim began to run when the horse was taken, 'even though the thing 
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taken is secreted or concealed so as to elude discovery.• Likewise, in Common 
Sek Dist. No. 18, the Court held that there was no discovery exception to the 
statute of limitation for a conversion action brought against a bank for conversion 
of funds. The Court said, 'The fact of discovery becomes controlling only when 
the action is based upon the ground of fraud or mistake, and does not have any 
application to a mere tortious taking which does not involve fraud in its 
commonly accepted significance.' 
( citati~ omitted) ( emphasis added). 
As demonstrated. above, Plaintiff simply has no evidence of fraud against Doug or 
Virgnina. As such, any claim regarding conversion prior to November 6, 2006 is simply time~ 
barred and cannot be considered. 
With respect to the civil RICO claim, Plaintiff still has offered no evidence that 
Defendants "associated or agreed to engage in any of the predicate acts, nor that they shared a 
common purpose to engage in a predicate act." It is not clear whom Plaintiff alleges was 
involved in such an agreement, when the agreement took place, where the agreement took place, 
or what the agreement was. This claim is clearly unsubstantiated by the facts of this case and 
should be dismissed. 
Finally, Plaintiff has offered no evidence to this Court that would allow a claim of 
constructive trust. To the extent Plaintiffs claim of constructive trust is premised on fraudulent 
acts, it is essential that Plaintiff plead with particularity factual allegations of such fraud. Witt v. 
Jones, 772 P.2d 474, 111 Idaho 165 (1986). Davenport v. Burke, 30 Idaho 599, 167 P. 
481 (1917). Again, no evidence of fraud has been offered. 
Also, the party seeking to impose a constructive trust must adequately trace the 
fraudulently obtained funds to the acquisition of any specific property upon which the party 
seeks to impose a constructive trust. Andre v. Morrow, 106 Idaho 455,463,680 P.2d 1355, 1363 
(1984). Plaintiff has offered no evidence of tracing and his own experts note that they .. could not 
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trace funds to Don's personal accounts from 2000 through March 2004 .... " Therefore, this claim 
necessarily fails and should be dismissed. 
C. Defendants are entitled to summary judgment on their Counterclaim to enforce 
the Compensation Agreement 
1. The Compensation Agreement was not a gift or gratuity 
Plaintiff argues that the Compensation Agreement is not enforceable because it 
constitutes "a gratuitous promise." Opposition, p. 16. Firs~ there are no facts in the record that 
would support this argument. Second, and more importantly, this argument is contrary to the 
plain language in the agreement as well as prior statements of Plaintiff. 
Claims for wages are governed by Chapter 6 of Title 45, Idaho Code. Section 45-601(7) 
defines wages as "compensation for labor or services rendered by an employee, whether the 
amount is detennined on a time, task, piece or commission basis." Paolini v. Albertson's Inc., 
143 Idaho 547, 149 P.3d 822 (2006). The term "wage" is broadly defined. Gray v. Tri-Way 
Construction Services, Inc., 2009-ID-0428.074. In fact wage is more broadly defined in Idaho 
than other states, such as California. See Paolini, 143 Idaho at 830. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that various fonns of compensation such as (1) a 
deferred incentive compensation account; (2) sales commissions; (3) a share of company profits; 
(4) severance pay; and (5) year-end bonuses can constitute wages. Bi/ow v. Preco, Inc. 132 Idaho 
23, 28-9, 966 P.2d 23, 28-9; Polk v. Larrabee, 135 Idaho 303, 307-9, 17 P.3d 247, 251-3 (2000); 
Johnson v. Allied Stores Corp., 106 Idaho 363, 367, 679 P.2d 640, 644 (1984); Goff v. H.lH 
Co., 95 Idaho 837, 840, 521 P.2d 661, 664 (1974); Thomas v. BallouftLathnet Drug Co., 92 
Idaho 337,342,442 P.2d 747, 752 (1968). 
REPLY TO PLAIN'flFF'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS DOUG AND VIROINlA 
WATKINS' AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT· 6 
001007
09-23-'14 08:37 FROM- Di~ & Assoc 12084 750101 e T-154 P0008/0011 F-225 
In addition to analyzing whether the compensation is monetary, the Court looks to 
whether the compensation is bargained-for-compensation as opposed to a gratuity. Paolini, 149 
P .3d at 827. If the compensation is gratuitous. it cannot be a "wage.'' Id. 
In this case, the Compensation Agreement states it is in consideration of a lifetime of 
work and to ''compensate" Doug ''for years of service without a retirement benefit." Affidavit of 
Doug Watkins tn Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion 
for Summary Judgment, on file herein, Ex. A. Further, Don acknowledged that he was obligated 
to compensate Doug for bis service when he stated in his divorce action "[t]his is not being done 
as a charity, but because of an obligation owed by Respondent." Affidavit of Counsel in Support 
of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment, 
on file herein. Ex. A. 
Plaintiff wants to argue that collateral estoppel does not apply because no benefit was 
gained in the divorce proceeding. A clear financial advantage, however, was obtained by 
Plaintiff in the amount he paid to his ex-spouse. In fact, he argued "Given the current economic 
condition of the Respondent, he is not able to pay any more than approximately $1,000.00 per 
month to the Petitioner ... '' Id, Ex. A. 
The undisputed facts of this case establish that Compensation Agreement was not a gift 
or gratuitous promise. Rather, it was executed as a severance pay/retirement benefit that 
constitutes an obligation of Plaintiff. It is further undisputed that Plaintiff has failed to pay 
Defendant as required. Therefore, Defendants are entitled to summary judgment on this claim. 
2. Brian had actual and apparent authority to execute the Compensation Agreement 
Lastly, Plaintiff argues that Brian lacked actual and apparent authority to execute the 
Compensation Agreement. This is contrary to the agreement itself which grants Brian the power 
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without limitation to execute and acknowledge all contracts. Id., Ex. C, Power of Attorney. 
Plaintiff testified in his deposition that he did not place any restrictions upon the authority of 
Brian that were not contained in the document itself. Affidavit of Counsel in Support of 
Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary 
Judgment, on file herein, Ex. A, Don Watkins, Depo., p. 39, II. 23-5; p. 40, 11. 1-6. Further, the 
Power of Attorney addresses third-party reliance: 
Third-Party Reliance. Third parties niay rely upon the representations of mY: 
agent as to all 1D.atten relating to any power granted to my agent, and no person 
who may act in reliance upon the representations of my agent or the authority 
granted to my agent shall incur any liability to me or my estate as a result of 
pennitting my agent to exercise any power. 
Id. (emphasis added). 
Doug testified that he believed Brian had the authority to execute the Compensation 
Agreement as it was consistent with his understanding of the power of attorney and 
representations made by Plaintiff. Affidavit of Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants Arnold 
Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins· Motion for Summary Judgment, on file herein. Sharon 
Wadsworth, Gene Wadsworth's wife, was deposed and testified that she knew of the power of 
attorney. Declaration of Kevin Dinius in Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment, on file herein, Ex. A, Deposition of Sharon Wadsworth, p. 187, 11. 1-10. She 
also stated that prior to revocation, she had no reason to think Brian was acting inappropriately. 
Id., p. 187, 11. 11-15. In fact, when asked if she had any knowledge of a fact Doug knew or 
should have known to make him question Brian authority, she stated: "No. I don't know of 
anything." Id., p. 187, 11. 22-25. Plaintiff has failed to come forth with any evidence that would 
show that Doug and Virginia knew or should have known Brian was exceeding his authority. 
Thus, at the very least, Brian had apparent authority to execute the Compensation Agreement. 
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CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, Doug and Virginia Watkins respectfully request that this Court 
grant them summary judgment on Counts 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint. 
Further, Doug and Virginia Watkins are entitled to summary judgment on their counterclaim for 
breach of contract. 
.,...L 
DATED this :J;j. day of September, 2014. 
DINIUS LAW 
By_---'~----------
K.evin . Dinius 
Mich I J. Hanby II 
Attoroeys for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins, by and through its undersigned counsel of record, 
respectfully submits the following errata corrected memorandum in support of Plaintiffs 
Objections and Motion to Strike the Affidavit of William C. Tharp and Certain Testimony of 
William C. Tharp in His Affidavit Dated September 19, 2014 and All Unfounded Statements of 
Fact and Exhibit "A" To Defendants' Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgme!}t (Corrected). 
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Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don" or "Plaintifr'), by and through his 
counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this Objections and 
Motion .to Strike the Affidavit of William C. Tharp ("Tharp Affidavit") and Certain Testimony of 
William C. Tharp in his Affidavit dated September 19, 2014, In Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "A" and all unfounded statements in Defendants' 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Motion to Strike Tharp 
Testimony"). 
The Tharp Affidavit contains statements that are inadmissible under Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure ("I.R.C.P.") 56(c) & (e), certain Idaho Rules of Evidence ("I.R.E."), and other governing law 
and amounts to little more than counsel testifying. This Court should apply these rules and other 
applicable law to strike and disregard the Tharp Affidavit as well as the inadmissible statements of 
William C. Tharp and related arguments contained in Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee 
Watkins Opposition to Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Brian & Robynlee 
Opposition Memo"). 
Defendants have merely attached Exhibit "A" to the Brian & Robynlee Opposition Memo, rather 
than with an affidavit or declaration as required by I.R.C.P. 56(c) and (e) and I.R.E. 901. The failure to 
comply with the governing rules renders this document inadmissible. Exhibit "A" and its contents also 
constitute inadmissible hearsay. Furthermore, the statements contained in Exhibit "A" are irrelevant 
because they are too remote and do not relate to the relevant time period. Exhibit "A" should be 
stricken; all arguments that are based on the content of such document should be disregarded by the 
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court when it considers the Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. I.R.C.P. 56(c) 
and (e). 
II. LEGAL STANDARD OF ADMISSIBILITY 
Under I.R.C.P. 56, summary judgment is proper "if the pleadings, depositions, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law." I.R.C.P. 
56(c); Shea v. Kevic Corporation,_ Idaho_, 328 P.3d 520,524 (2014). In Shea, the 
Supreme Court stated: 
The party initially bringing the motion has the burden to prove that no genuine 
issues of material fact exist and that it is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 
After the moving party meets this burden, the burden shifts to the nonmoving 
party to show the existence of a genuine issue of material fact. This Court will 
construe the record in the light most favorable to the party opposing the motion, 
drawing all reasonable inferences in that party's favor. However, the adverse 
party may not rest upon mere allegations in the pleadings, but must set forth by 
affidavit specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial. 
Id. at 524-25 ( quotation omitted; emphasis added). 
"Summary judgment proceedings are decided on the basis of admissible evidence." Id. at 
524 (citing Campbell v. Kvamme, 155 Idaho 692,696,316 P.3d 104, 108 (2013)). Hence, "[t]he 
admissibility of evidence contained in affidavits and depositions in support of or in opposition to 
a motion for summary judgment is a threshold matter before applying the liberal construction 
and reasonable inferences rule to determine whether the evidence creates a genuine issue of 
material fact for trial." Id. (citing Fragnella v. Petrovich, 153 Idaho 266, 271, 281 P.3d 103, 108 
(2012)). 
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The standard of admissibility in a summary judgment proceeding is governed by Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 56(e), which provides that: 
Supporting or opposing affidavits shall be made on personal knowledge, shall 
set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall show 
affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to the matters stated 
therein .... 
1.R.C.P. 56(e) (emphasis added); Shea, 328 P.3d at 524 (citing Campbell, 155 Idaho at 696,316 P.3d at 
108). 
Rule 56(e) is clear that affidavits must contain admissible evidence. Id.; See also Hecla Mining 
Co. v. Star-Morning Mining Co., 122 Idaho 778, 782, 839 P.2d 1192 (1992). In Hecla Mining, the 
Idaho Supreme Court held that affidavits which consist only of conjecture, conclusory allegations as to 
ultimate facts, or conclusions of law are to be disregarded. Id. Furthermore, conclusory statements, 
statements based on hearsay, statements that lack adequate foundation, and statements not made on 
personal knowledge are insufficient. See State v. Shama Resources Ltd. Partners, 127 Idaho 267,271, 
899 P.2d 977 (1995). In Shama Resources, the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the trial court's rejection 
of statements made by an affiant regarding the knowledge or beliefs of persons other than the affiant. 
127 Idaho at 271. 
Further, in Sprinkler Irrigation Co. v. John Deere Ins. Co., 139 Idaho 691, 85 P.3d 667 (2004), 
the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed striking the witness's affidavit wherein the affidavit contained 
rambling, nonspecific, inaccurate and unsupported statements, numerous counts of speculation, 
unfounded facts and hearsay statements. Id. at 697. The Idaho Supreme Court stated that the district 
court properly concluded that the witness' affidavit degenerated into an argumentative diatribe against 
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the defendant and often lacked the specificity required by Rule 56(e). Specifically, the court stated, "It 
is intermittently generalized, conclusory, speculative and argumentative. The affidavit includes a 
significant number of factual assertions that would not be admissible in evidence, often lacking 
foundation by failing to show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify regarding the factual 
allegations." Id. The Sprinkler Irrigation case involved an affidavit by an expert witness, but the rulings 
of the Court in that case are equally applicable to an affidavit by a lay witness. 
Moreover, under Idaho law, an opinion of a witness that calls for a legal conclusion is not 
admissible in the courts of Idaho. Martin v. Hackworth, 127 Idaho 68,896 P.2d 976 (1995); Hawkins v. 
Chandler, 88 Idaho 20,396 P.2d 123 (1964). 
Ill. OBJECTION TO THE THARP AFFIDAVIT 
A. The Entire Tharp Affidavit Should Be Stricken 
The Tharp Affidavit is nothing more than a legal brief containing unfounded conclusory 
statements and legal arguments. It should be totally stricken and disregarded by the court. The rules that 
govern summary judgment proceedings in Idaho require the adverse party to provide the court "by 
affidavit specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial." I.R.C.P. 56(c); Shea v. Kevic 
Corporation,_ Idaho_, 328 P.3d 520,524 (2014). To be admissible, such affidavits "must be 
made on personal knowledge, shall set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall 
show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to the matters stated therein." I.R.C.P. 56(e); 
Posey v. Ford Motor Credit Co., 141 Idaho 477,483, 111 P.3d 162, 168 (Ct. App. 2005). 
The Tharp Affidavit consists only of conclusory allegations and argument as to ultimate facts or 
conclusions of law and should be disregarded. Hecla Mining Co. Star Morning Mining Co., 122 Idaho 
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778, 782, 839 P.2d 1192, 1196 (1992). Furthermore, in addition to the inadmissible conclusory 
statements, it contains statements based on inadmissible hearsay, statements that lack adequate 
foundation, statements not made on personal knowledge, and statements that are hearsay, all of which 
should also be disregarded. Gerdon v. Rydalch, 153 Idaho 237,246,280 P.3d 740, 749 (2012). 
Striking the Tharp Affidavit is the appropriate remedy where it is filled with nonspecific, 
inaccurate and unsupported statements, unfounded facts and hearsay statements. It contains 
argumentative statements and lacks the specificity required by Rule 56(e). In Sprinkler Irrigation Co. v. 
John Deere Ins. Co., 139 Idaho 691, 85 P.3d 667 (2004), the Court affirmed the district court's action 
striking the witness' affidavit where it was filled with rambling, nonspecific inaccurate and unsupported 
statement, numerous counts of speculation, unfounded facts and hearsay statements. The Court in 
Sprinkler stated, "It is intermittently generalized, conclusory, speculative and argumentative. The 
affidavit includes a significant number of factual assertions that would not be admissible in evidence, 
often lacking foundation by failing to show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify 
regarding the factual allegations." Id. The Tharp Affidavit is similarly defective. The Court should strike 
it in its entirety. 
B. Alternatively, Certain Statements Within the Tharp Affidavit Should Be Stricken 
Although the entire affidavit should be stricken, Plaintiff alternatively objects and moves to 
strike the following specific statements in the Tharp Affidavit. The objections stated herein are based on 
the above citations of authority, I.R.C.P. 56(c) & (e), I.R.E. 401 & 402 (Relevance), 403 (Unfair 
Prejudice), 602 (Personal Knowledge), 701 (Opinions of Lay Witnesses), 802 (Hearsay), and 901 
(Authentication). 
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<J[No. STATEMENT OBJECTION 
3. Contrary to the presentations of the Statement is argumentative and lacks 
Plaintiffs, Defendants, Brian D. Watkins the specificity required by Rule 56(e); 
and Robynlee Watkins entered into any it lacks adequate foundation for 
· contract or agreement between personal knowledge; it is irrelevant 
Defendants and Plaintiff in good faith. because it fails to identify the contract 
or agreement referenced in the 
statement; it consists of conclusory 
allegations and speculation; and it 
contains an inadmissible legal 
opinion. 
5. Defendant Brian D. Watkins, along with Statement lacks adequate foundation 
· his brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were for personal knowledge; contains 
among a number of parties who inadmissible hearsay; and is vague as 
purchased an undivided interest in the to, e.g., "a number of parties." 
property from his father Arthur Donald 
(Don) Watkins and his late wife, 
Florence Watkins, both collectively as 
undivided Sellers. 
8. The parties submitted (sp) the Nursing Statement is nonsensical. Plaintiff 
Home contracts twice, eventually assumes the affiant meant to say the 
. reducing the monthly payments to parties "amended" the Nursing Home 
$1,645.00. contracts twice, eventually reducing 
the monthly payments to $1,645.00, 
but this is nevertheless an 
assumption. 
9. Defendants Brian D. Watkins and The phrase "are aware," without 
Robylee (sic) Watkins are aware that more, indicates counsel is testifying 
Denise McClure, an expert for Plaintiff to the state of mind of another, which 
has testified that the bank registers and is inadmissible under I.R.E. 601, lack 
other documents indicate that the first of personal knowledge. 
monthly payment Brian failed to make 
under the Nursing Home contract was in 
May 2009. 
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12. Defendant Brian D. Watkins began to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
work for his father, Arthur Donald for personal knowledge; is irrelevant; 
(Don) Watkins, in August 1984. and is vague as to the meaning of 
"work." 
13. Defendant Brian D. Watkins was injured Statement lacks adequate foundation 
on or about August 28, 1988, while for personal knowledge; lacks the 
· working for his father, Don. specificity required by Rule 56(e); it 
Subsequently, Brian's father agreed to is irrelevant and unfairly prejudicial; 
make certain set payments in lieu of the it is conclusory, speculative, and 
fact that Don did not have workers' unsupported by admissible facts 
compensation coverage. because it fails to identify the date, 
time and place such "agreement" was 
made; the statement is necessarily 
based on inadmissible hearsay; and it 
contains an inadmissible legal 
conclusion. 
14. Defendant Brian D. Watkins failed to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
make payments on the Nursing Home for personal knowledge; is 
contract for the reason that his father argumentative; lacks the specificity 
had not paid Brian for the injury he had required by Rule 56(e); is conclusory, 
sustained while working as his father's speculative, and unsupported by 
employee. admissible facts; is necessarily based 
on inadmissible hearsay; and attempts 
to establish the basis for a set off, 
which is irrelevant since the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contract with 
Brian (at <J[ 4) expressly prohibits set 
offs. The "reason" Brian defaulted on 
his payment obligation under Nursing 
Home Contract is irrelevant. The 
statement constitutes an inadmissible 
legal opinion if offered to establish a 
defense to the allegations of default in 
the First Amended Complaint. The 
statement further contains unfounded 
facts not in the record that Don owed 
any obligation to pay Brian for 
anything at any time and failed to pay 
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15. Any default that may have arisen from Statement lacks adequate foundation 
the Nursing Home contract has been the for personal knowledge; is 
direct result of Brian's father failing to argumentative; lacks the specificity 
pay Brian for the on-the-job injuries required by Rule 56(e); is conclusory, 
sustained while working as his father's speculative, and unsupported by 
employee. admissible facts; is necessarily based 
on inadmissible hearsay; and attempts 
to establish the basis for a set off, 
which is irrelevant since the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contract with 
Brian (at <J[ 4) expressly prohibits set 
offs. The "reason" Brian defaulted on 
his payment obligation under Nursing 
Home Contract is irrelevant. The 
statement constitutes an inadmissible 
legal opinion if offered to establish a 
defense to the allegations of default in 
the First Amended Complaint. The 
statement further contains unfounded 
facts not in the record that Don owed 
any obligation to pay Brian for 
anything at any time and failed to pay 
said obligation. 
IV. OBJECTION TO CERTAIN FACTUAL STATEMENTS IN THE BRIAN & ROBYNLEE 
OPPOSITION MEMO 
The Brian & Robynlee Opposition Memo contains many conclusory factual statements 
that are made without any reference to evidence in the record that could support such factual 
statements. For example, the statements in Paragraphs 2, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13 and 14 make no 
reference to any evidence in the record which would support the factual statements contained 
therein. Since they do not cite any evidence, the Court should disregard them. See L.R. 8.1.a 
("To the extent, [sic] a party relies on facts in the record in support of or in opposition to a 
motion, the party must specifically cite to the record, affidavits or documentary evidence."). 
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Further, there is nothing in the record to suggest that Mr. Tharp, the author of the Brian & 
Robynlee Opposition Memo, has any personal knowledge about the "facts" described in the 
above-listed paragraphs. Thus, the paragraphs listed above should be disregarded because they 
would not be admissible evidence even if they appeared in an affidavit or declaration. I.R.C.P. 
56(c) and (e). 
Other statements, such as Paragraphs 8 and 9 rely upon Exhibit "A" that is attached to the 
Defendants' Opposition brief. The document is not properly authenticated and is not submitted 
by affid.avit as required by the governing rules (see below in Part V). 
V. OBJECTION TO EXHIBIT "A" OF THE BRIAN & ROBYNLEE OPPOSITION MEMO 
First, there is no foundation for Exhibit A. A party cannot simply attach exhibits to a 
brief. Johnson v. Homedale, 118 Idaho 285,288, 796 P.2d 162, 165 (Ct. App. 1990). "Except 
when live testimony is allowed, exhibits must be mentioned in, or attached to, a party's verified 
complaint or affidavit." Id. Since Exhibit "A" is not attached to a declaration or affidavit signed 
by Brian, the purported affiant in Exhibit "A." 
Second, Exhibit "A", which is being is offered for the truth of the matters asserted 
therein, constitutes inadmissible hearsay under I.R.E. 801 and 802. 
Last, the statements in the document are too remote to be relevant and therefore are 
inadmissible under I.R.E. 402. They relate to events happening in from 1988 to 1998-a time 
period too distant in the past to be relevant to events that happened contemporaneously with 
Brian's Compensation Agreement, which was executed in March 2009. 
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In light of the above, Exhibit "A" should be stricken and all arguments that are based on 
the content of such document should be disregarded by the court when it considers the Plaintiffs 
Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
VI. CONCLUSION 
Based upon each of the foregoing objections to evidence, the above-identified testimony of 
William C. Tharp, and all related arguments in the Brian & Robynlee Opposition Memo should be 
stricken and disregarded by the Court in deciding the Plaintiffs' Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment. Moreover, the Exhibit "A" to the Brian & Robynlee Opposition Memo should be stricken and 
disregarded by the court when determining whether to grant Plaintiff's motion. 
DATED THIS 23rd day of September, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
ByifuJ.-l~-&--
Attomeys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
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DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
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[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
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D Hand Delivered 
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D Overnight Mail 
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Plaintiff/Counterdefendant Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don" or "Plaintiff'), by and through his 
counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, respectfully submits this Objections and 
Motion to Strike the Affidavit of William C. Tharp ("Tharp Affidavit") and Certain Testimony of 
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William C. Tharp in his Affidavit dated September 19, 2014, In Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "A" and all unfounded statements in Defendants' 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Motion to Strike Tharp 
Testimony"). 
The Tharp Affidavit contains statements that are inadmissible under Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure ("I.R.C.P.") 56(c) & (e), certain Idaho Rules of Evidence ("I.RE."), and other governing law 
and amounts to little more than counsel testifying. This Court should apply these rules and other 
applicable law to strike and disregard the Tharp Affidavit as well as the inadmissible statements of 
William C. Tharp and related arguments contained in Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee 
Watkins Opposition to Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Brian & Virginia 
Opposition Memo"). 
Defendants have merely attached Exhibit "A" to the Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo, rather 
than with an affidavit or declaration as required by I.R.C.P. 56(c) and (e) and I.R.E. 901. The failure to 
comply with the governing rules renders this document inadmissible. Exhibit "A" and its contents also 
constitute inadmissible hearsay. Furthermore, the statements contained in Exhibit "A" are irrelevant 
because they are too remote and do not relate to the relevant time period. Exhibit "A" should be 
stricken; all arguments that are based on the content of such document should be disregarded by the 
court when it considers the Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. I.R.C.P. 56(c) 
and (e). 
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II. LEGAL STANDARD OF ADMISSIBD.,ITY 
Under I.R.C.P. 56, summary judgment is proper "if the pleadings, depositions, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law." I.R.C.P. 
56(c): Shea v. Kevic Corporation,_ Idaho_, 328 P.3d 520, 524 (2014). In Shea, the 
Supreme Court stated: 
The party initially bringing the motion has the burden to prove that no genuine 
issues of material fact exist and that it is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 
After the moving party meets this burden, the burden shifts to the nonmoving 
party to show the existence of a genuine issue of material fact. This Court will 
construe the record in the light most favorable to the party opposing the motion, 
drawing all reasonable inferences in that party's favor. However, the adverse 
party may not rest upon mere allegations in the pleadings, but must set forth by 
affidavit specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial. 
Id. at 524-25 (quotation omitted; emphasis added). 
"Summary judgment proceedings are decided on the basis of admissible evidence." Id. at 
524 (citing Campbell v. Kvamme, 155 Idaho 692,696,316 P.3d 104, 108 (2013)). Hence, "[t]he 
admissibility of evidence contained in affidavits and depositions in support of or in opposition to 
a motion for summary judgment is a threshold matter before applying the liberal construction 
and reasonable inferences rule to determine whether the evidence creates a genuine issue of 
material fact for trial." Id. (citing Fragnella v. Petrovich, 153 Idaho 266,271, 281 P.3d 103, 108 
(2012)). 
The standard of admissibility in a summary judgment proceeding is governed by Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 56(e), which provides that: 
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I.R.C.P. 56(e) (emphasis added); Shea, 328 P.3d at 524 (citing Campbell, 155 Idaho at 696, 316 P.3d at 
108). 
Rule 56(e) is clear that affidavits must contain admissible evidence. Id.; See also Hecla Mining 
Co. v. Star-Morning Mining Co., 122 Idaho 778, 782, 839 P.2d 1192 (1992). In Hecla Mining, the 
Idaho Supreme Court held that affidavits which consist only of conjecture, conclusory allegations as to 
ultimate facts, or conclusions of law are to be disregarded. Id. Furthermore, conclusory statements, 
statements based on hearsay, statements that lack adequate foundation, and statements not made on 
personal knowledge are insufficient. See State v. Shama Resources Ltd. Partners, 127 Idaho 267,271, 
899 P.2d 977 (1995). In Shama Resources, the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the trial court's rejection 
of statements made by an affiant regarding the knowledge or beliefs of persons other than the affiant. 
127 Idaho at 271. 
Further, in Sprinkler Irrigation Co. v. John Deere Ins. Co., 139 Idaho 691, 85 P.3d 667 (2004), 
the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed striking the witness's affidavit wherein the affidavit contained 
rambling, nonspecific, inaccurate and unsupported statements, numerous counts of speculation, 
unfounded facts and hearsay statements. Id. at 697. The Idaho Supreme Court stated that the district 
court properly concluded that the witness' affidavit degenerated into an argumentative diatribe against 
the defendant and often lacked the specificity required by Rule 56(e). Specifically, the court stated, "It 
is intermittently generalized, conclusory, speculative and argumentative. The affidavit includes a 
PLAINTIFF'S OBJECTIONS AND MOTION TO STRIKE THE AFFIDAVIT OF 
WILLIAM C. THARP AND CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM C. THARP IN HIS 
AFFIDAVIT DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 2014, AND ALL UNFOUNDED STATEMENTS 
OF FACT AND EXHIBIT "A" TO DEFENDANTS' OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS' 




9/22/2014 5:09:17 PM -Linda Higgins Hawley Troxell e 
Page 8 
significant number of factual assertions that would not be admissible in evidence, often lacking 
foundation by failing to show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify regarding the factual 
allegations." Id. The Sprinkler Irrigation case involved an affidavit by an expert witness, but the rulings 
of the Court in that case are equally applicable to an affidavit by a lay witness. 
Moreover, under Idaho law, an opinion of a witness that calls for a legal conclusion is not 
admissible in the courts of Idaho. Martin v. Hackworth, 127 Idaho 68, 896 P.2d 976 (1995); Hawkins v. 
Chandler, 88 Idaho 20, 396 P.2d 123 (1964). 
III. OBJECTION TO THE THARP AFFIDAVIT 
A. The Entire Tharp Affidavit Should Be Stricken 
The Tharp Affidavit is nothing more than a legal brief containing unfounded conclusory 
statements and legal arguments. It should be totally stricken and disregarded by the court. The mles that 
govern summary judgment proceedings in Idaho require the adverse party to provide the court "by 
affidavit specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial." I.R.C.P. 56(c); Shea v. Kevic 
Corporation, _Idaho_, 328 P.3d 520, 524 (2014). To be admissible, such affidavits "must be 
made on personal knowledge, shall set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall 
show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to the matters stated therein." I.R.C.P. 56(e); 
Posey v. Ford Motor Credit Co., 141 Idaho 477,483, 111 P.3d 162, 168 (Ct. App. 2005). 
The Tharp Affidavit consists only of conclusory allegations and argument as to ultimate facts or 
conclusions of law and should be disregarded. Hecla Mining Co. Star Morning Mining Co., 122 Idaho 
778, 782, 839 P .2d 1192, 1196 ( 1992). Furthermore, in addition to the inadmissible conclusory 
PLAINTIFF'S OBJECTIONS AND MOTION TO STRIKE THE AFFIDAVIT OF 
WILLIAM C. THARP AND CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM C. THARP IN HIS 
AFFIDAVIT DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 2014, AND ALL UNFOUNDED STATEMENTS 
OF FACT AND EXHIBIT "A" TO DEFENDANTS' OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS' 
MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
- 6-
44 787 .0001.6938331. 1 
001030
9/22/2014 5:09:54 PM 4tLinda Higgins Hawley Troxell e 
Page 9 
statements, it contains statements based on inadmissible hearsay, statements that lack adequate 
foundation, statements not made on personal knowledge, and statements that are hearsay, all of which 
should also be disregarded. Gerdon v. Rydalch, 153 Idaho 237,246,280 P.3d 740, 749 (2012). 
Striking the Tharp Affidavit is the appropriate remedy where it is filled with nonspecific, 
inaccurate and unsupported statements, unfounded facts and hearsay statements. It contains 
argumentative statements and lacks the specificity required by Rule 56(e). In Sprinkler Irrigation Co. v. 
John Deere Ins. Co., 139 Idaho 691, 85 P.3d 667 (2004), the Court affirmed the district court's action 
striking the witness' affidavit where it was filled with rambling, nonspecific inaccurate and unsupported 
statement, numerous counts of speculation, unfounded facts and hearsay statements. The Court in 
Sprinkler stated, "It is intermittently generalized, conclusory, speculative and argumentative. The 
affidavit includes a significant number of factual assertions that would not be admissible in evidence, 
often lacking foundation by failing to show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify 
regarding the factual allegations." Id. The Tharp Affidavit is similarly defective. The Court should strike 
it in its entirety. 
B. Alternatively, Certain Statements Within the Tharp Affidavit Should Be Stricken 
Although the entire affidavit should be stricken, Plaintiff alternatively objects and moves to 
strike the following specific statements in the Tharp Affidavit. The objections stated herein are based on 
the above citations of authority, I.R.C.P. 56(c) & (e), I.R.E. 401 & 402 (Relevance), 403 (Unfair 
Prejudice), 602 (Personal Knowledge), 701 (Opinions of Lay Witnesses), 802 (Hearsay), and 901 
(Authentication). 
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Contrary to the presentations of the Statement is argumentative and lacks 
Plaintiffs, Defendants, Brian D. Watkins the specificity required by Rule 56( e ); 
and Robynlee Watkins entered into any it lacks adequate foundation for 
contract or agreement between personal knowledge; it is irrelevant 
Defendants and Plaintiff in good faith. because it fails to identify the contract 
or agreement referenced in the 
statement; it consists of conclusory 
allegations and speculation; and it 
contains an inadmissible legal 
opinion. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins, along with Statement lacks adequate foundation 
his brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were for personal knowledge; contains 
among a number of parties who inadmissible hearsay; and is vague as 
purchased an undivided interest in the to, e.g., "a number of parties." 
property from his father Arthur Donald 
(Don) Watkins and his late wife, 
Florence Watkins, both collectively as 
undivided Sellers. 
The parties submitted (sp) the Nursing Statement is nonsensical. Plaintiff 
Home contracts twice, eventually assumes the affiant meant to say the 
reducing the monthly payments to parties "amended" the Nursing Home 
$1,645.00. contracts twice, eventually reducing 
the monthly payments to $1,645.00, 
but this is nevertheless an 
assumption. 
Defendants Brian D. Watkins and The phrase "are aware," without 
Robylee (sic) Watkins are aware that more, indicates counsel is testifying 
Denise McClure, an expert for Plaintiff to the state of mind of another, which 
has testified that the bank registers and is inadmissible under I.R.E. 601, lack 
other documents indicate that the first of personal knowledge. 
monthly payment Brian failed to make 
under the Nursing Home contract was in 
May 2009. 
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Defendant Brian D. Watkins began to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
work for his father, Arthur Donald for personal knowledge; is irrelevant; 
(Don) Watkins, in August 1984. and is vague as to the meaning of 
"work." 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins was injured Statement lacks adequate foundation 
on or about August 28, 1988, while for personal knowledge; lacks the 
working for his father, Don. specificity required by Rule 56(e); it 
Subsequently, Brian's father agreed to is irrelevant and unfairly prejudicial; 
make certain set payments in lieu of the it is conclusory, speculative, and 
fact that Don did not have workers' unsupported by admissible facts 
compensation coverage. because it fails to identify the date, 
time and place such "agreement" was 
made; the statement is necessarily 
based on inadmissible hearsay; and it 
contains an inadmissible legal 
conclusion. 
Defendant Brian D. Watkins failed to Statement lacks adequate foundation 
make payments on the Nursing Home for personal knowledge; is 
contract for the reason that his father argumentative; lacks the specificity 
had not paid Brian for the injury he had required by Rule 56(e); is conclusory, 
sustained while working as his father's speculative, and unsupported by 
employee. admissible facts; is necessarily based 
on inadmissible hearsay; and attempts 
to establish the basis for a set off, 
which is irrelevant since the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contract with 
Brian (at 'l[ 4) expressly prohibits set 
offs. The "reason" Brian defaulted on 
his payment obligation under Nursing 
Home Contract is irrelevant. The 
statement constitutes an inadmissible 
legal opinion if offered to establish a 
defense to the allegations of default in 
the First Amended Complaint. The 
statement further contains unfounded 
facts not in the record that Don owed 
any obligation to pay Brian for 
anythimt at anv time and failed to pay 
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Any default that may have arisen from Statement lacks adequate foundation 
the Nursing Home contract has been the for personal knowledge; is 
direct result of Brian's father failing to argumentative; lacks the specificity 
pay Brian for the on-the-job injuries required by Rule 56(e); is conclusory, 
sustained while working as his father's speculative, and unsupported by 
employee. admissible facts; is necessarily based 
on inadmissible hearsay; and attempts 
to establish the basis for a set off, 
which is irrelevant since the terms of 
the Nursing Home Contract with 
Brian (at 'l[ 4) expressly prohibits set 
offs. The "reason" Brian defaulted on 
his payment obligation under Nursing 
Home Contract is irrelevant. The 
statement constitutes an inadmissible 
legal opinion if offered to establish a 
defense to the allegations of default in 
the First Amended Complaint. The 
statement further contains unfounded 
facts not in the record that Don owed 
any obligation to pay Brian for 
anything at any time and failed to pay 
said obligation. 
IV. OBJECTION TO CERTAIN FACTUAL STATEMENTS IN THE BRIAN & VIRGINIA 
OPPOSITION MEMO 
The Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo contains many conclusory factual statements 
that are made without any reference to evidence in the record that could support such factual 
statements. For example, the statements in Paragraphs 2, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13 and 14 make no 
reference to any evidence in the record which would support the factual statements contained 
therein. Since they do not cite any evidence, the Court should disregard them. See L.R. 8.1.a 
("To the extent, [sic] a party relies on facts in the record in support of or in opposition to a 
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motion, the party must specifically cite to the record, affidavits or documentary evidence."). 
Further, there is nothing in the record to suggest that Mr. Tharp, the author of the Brian & 
Virginia Opposition Memo, has any personal knowledge about the ''facts" described in the 
above-listed paragraphs. Thus, the paragraphs listed above should be disregarded because they 
would not be admissible evidence even if they appeared in an affidavit or declaration. I.R.C.P. 
56(c) and (e). 
Other statements, such as Paragraphs 8 and 9 rely upon Exhibit "A" that is attached to the 
Defendants' Opposition brief. The document is not properly authenticated and is not submitted 
by affidavit as required by the governing rules (see below in Part V). 
V. OBJECTION TO EXHIBIT "A" OF THE BRIAN & VIRGINIA OPPOSITION MEMO 
First, there is no foundation for Exhibit A. A party cannot simply attach exhibits to a 
brief. Johnson v. Homedale, 118 Idaho 285,288, 796 P.2d 162, 165 (Ct. App. 1990). "Except 
when live testimony is allowed, exhibits must be i:nentioned in, or attached to, a party's verified 
complaint or affidavit." Id. Since Exhibit "A" is not attached to a declaration or affidavit signed 
by Brian, the purported affiant in Exhibit "A." 
Second, Exhibit "A", which is being is offered for the truth of the matters asserted 
therein, constitutes inadmissible hearsay under I.R.E. 801 and 802. 
Last, the statements in the document are too remote to be relevant and therefore are 
inadmissible under I.R.E. 402. They relate to events happening in from 1988 to 1998-a time 
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period too distant in the past to be relevant to events that happened contemporaneously with 
Brian's Compensation Agreement, which was executed in March 2009. 
In light of the above, Exhibit "A" should be stricken and all arguments that are based on 
the content of such document should be disregarded by the court when it considers the Plaintiff's 
Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
VI. CONCLUSION 
Based upon each of the foregoing objections to evidence, the above-identified testimony of 
William C. Tharp, and all related arguments in the Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo should be 
stricken and disregarded by the Court in deciding the Plaintiffs' Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment. Moreover, the Exhibit "A" to the Brian & Virginia Opposition Memo should be stricken and 
disregarded by the court wh~rrnining whether to grant Plaintiff's motion. 
DATED THI~~y of September, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By4'-,;r;_s.<7-,,p:;..=--"_.g;__-=-~..:;;~~~~~ 
Merlyn 
Atto eys for Plaintiff, Arthur Donald Watkins 
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D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
~elecopy 208-475-0101 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
• 
Merlyn W. Clark 
PLAINTIFF'S OBJECTIONS AND MOTION TO STRIKE THE AFFIDAVIT OF 
WILLIAM C. THARP AND CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM C. THARP lN HIS 
AFFIDAVIT DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 2014, AND ALL UNFOUNDED STATEMENTS 
OF FACT AND EXHIBIT "A" TO DEFENDANTS' OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS' 




William C. Tharp, Esq. 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
• 
The Dalles, OR 97058-1863 
541-296-8533 Telephone 
541-296-6421 Facsimile 
ISB No. 3499 
Attorney for BRIAND. WATKINS 
and ROBYNLEE WATKINS 
• 
:~--. ~~--=---:::;~;;,;:::~.=1,:~;t:;·~-=~-=-==wz::-1 
SEP 2 fZ01\ 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ANNAMARIE MEYER 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 










BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the ) 
Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and ) 
KA TIE WATKINS, husband and wife, and ) 
the Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
and, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, ) 
and the Marital Community composed ) 
thereof, ) 
Defendants ) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
DEFENDANTS OPPOSITION TO 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
COMES NOW DEFENDANTS, COUNTER CLAIMANTS, BRIAND. 
WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, husband and wife, by and through their attorney of 
record, WILLIAM C. THARP, and hereby submit the Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment. 
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SUMMARY OF FACTS 
1. Brian D. Watkins (Brian) began working full time for his father, Arthur Donald 
Watkins (Don), near or about 1984 (Affidavit of Brian D. Watkins, filed in the Clerk's Office of 
Davis County, Utah, on June 4, 1998. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A"; also known as Deposition 
Exhibit #45 for Brian Watkins, 11/11/13) 
2. Brian was the primary supervisor and had supervisory responsibilities over his 
brothers, Eugene and Douglas Watkins. 
3. In 1998, during the pendency of Don's divorce from his then wife, Leila Watkins, 
Don submitted an Affidavit confirming his obligations to Brian under oath, offered and attested 
to as follows: 
The Respondent [Don Watkins] has obligations to three (3) of his sons in a 
combined amount of $5,300.00 per month. $3,000 per month is being 
paid to Brian, a son, who was injured while working on Respondent's 
ranch. $1,000.00 is being paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by 
working on the ranch. $1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was 
injured when he was working for a business the Respondent used to own 
in Boise, Idaho. These three (3) sons are unable to hold full time jobs 
because of the injuries they received while working for Respondent. The 
Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since approximately 
1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's marriage to Petitioner. Without 
these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain themselves and 
their families. This is not being done as charity, but because of an 
obligation owed by Respondent ... 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment on file herein 
(hereinafter, "Affidavit of Counsel, Kevin D. Dinuis, Ex. A; emphasis added). 
4. Don made multiple representations to all of his sons, being Douglas, Eugene, and 
Brian, that in exchange for their years of service without retirement benefits and injuries 
sustained on the job, his sons would each receive $3,000.00 per month for life. Id. 
5. The Locust Grove Ranch (Ranch) sold in 2000 and, despite representations made to 
his three (3) sons, no one son was ever paid any of the funds. 
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6. After the sale of the Ranch, relationships between the father and his sons 
deteriorated to the point that they would rarely speak to each other. 
7. After the sale of the Ranch, Don entrusted Brian with the authority to manage his 
properties, which included overseeing the work of both Eugene and Douglas. 
8. In March 2009, the parties executed a compensation agreement whereby Don 
confirmed the previous agreement to pay his sons $3,000.00 each per month for life as a 
retirement disability benefit. A true and correct copy of the compensation agreement dated 
March 2, 2009, between Arthur Donald Watkins and his son, Brian Watkins, is attached hereto 
as Exhibit "B"; also known as Deposition #55 for Brian Watkins, 11/12/13.) The 2009 
compensation agreement was executed by Brian D. Watkins as "Don's Attorney-in-Fact." Id. 
Additionally, a true and correct copy of the compensation agreement between Arthur Donald 
Watkins and his son, Brian Dale Watkins, is attached hereto as Exhibit "C"; also known as 
Deposition #56 for Brian Watkins, 11/12/13.) The latter compensation agreement is dated 
March 10, 2003, and signed by Arthur Donald Watkins, himself (Notary Public verified). 
9. During this period of time, since 2000, Brian's brothers, Douglas and Eugene, for 
the most part dealt through Brian or through George Wadsworth regarding all matters relating to 
finances or compensation. Id. 
10. At that time, Brian received a General Power of Attorney entitling him to be 
responsible for the Ranch and business operations of his father, Don. It is clear that both Eugene 
and Douglas, while working for their father, elected to make all inquiries regarding the farm's 
business to Brian and/or George Wadsworth. A true and correct copy of the General Power of 
Attorney signed by Arthur Donald Watkins on October 24, 2000, is attached hereto as 
Exhibit "D." 
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11. During this period of time, bookkeeping was the responsibility of George 
Wadsworth and/or Brian. Brian, likewise, depended on George Wadsworth for final accounting 
of many of the family books. 
12. Though Brian had access to the financial records, accounting software 
(QuickBooks) at issue, he relied (for the most part) on George Wadsworth, his brother-in-law, as 
to the accuracy of any business accounting activities and work performed by his brothers. 
13. During this period of time, Brian believed he had a close relationship with his father, 
Don, and was willing to accept the responsibilities of the family business and/or Ranch. 
14. At all times, Brian, being granted a General Power of Attorney, performed his tasks 
in the best interest of Don. Likewise, Brian attempted to operate the business consistent with the 
previous representations and requests of his father, Don. 
ARGUMENT 
Standard of Review 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56(b) provides: 
A party against whom a claim, counterclaim, or cross-claim is asserted or a 
declaratory judgment is sought may, at any time, move with or without supporting 
affidavits for a summary judgment in that party's favor as to all or any part 
thereof. Provided, a motion for summary judgment must be filed at least 60 days 
before the trial date, or filed within 7 days from the date of the order setting the 
case for trial, whichever is later, unless otherwise ordered by the court. 
There is no general genuine issues of material fact relating to liability of the 
liability of the moving party. The moving party is entitled to summary judgment as a matter of 
law. King v. Lang, 136 Idaho 905, 908-09, 42 P.3d 698, 701-02 (2002). In order to determine 
whether judgment should be entered as a matter of law, the Court takes certain matters under 
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consideration, such as the pleadings, depositions, affidavits, and admissions on the file. 
Roberts v. Wyman, 135 Idaho 690,694, 23 P.3d 152, 156 (Ct. App. 2000). 
As a matter of practice, the Trial Court, in dealing with the Motion of Summary 
Judgment, has the discretion to literally view the records in a manner that favors the party 
opposing the Motion. King v. Lang, 136 Idaho 905, 909, 42P.3d 702 (2002). Generally, it is 
recognized that mere difference in styles is insufficient to withstand summary judgment. The 
Court requires that the moving party present sufficient evidence to the extent that lets a jury to 
reasonably return a verdict resisting the dispositive resolution of the case. Harpole v. State, 131 
Idaho 437,439,958 P.2d 594,596 (1998). 
Likewise, it is well established that a party in opposition to a Motion for 
Summary Judgment is not entitled to a trial based solely on the "speculative possibility that a 
material issue of fact may appear at that time." Heath v. Honker's Mini-Mar, Inc., 134 Idaho 
711, 714, 8P.3d 1254, 1257 (Ct. App. 2000). It is not the intent ofldaho Rule of Civil 
Procedure 56 "to preserve purely speculative issues of fact for trial." Id, at 714. 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56( e) is identical to its federal counterpart and, 
thus, we find federal law is instructive to this Court's analysis of the issue at hand. It is not the 
intent of Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 56 "to preserve purely speculative issues of fact for 
trial." Exxon *1257 Corp. v. Federal Trade Commission, 663 F.2d 120, 128 (D.C. Cir. 1980). A 
party opposing summary judgment cannot demand a trial simply because of the "speculative 
possibility that a material issue of fact may appear at that time." lOB CHARLES A. WRIGHT, 
ARTHUR R. MILLER, MARY KAY KANE, WRIGHT MILLER & KANE, FEDERAL 
PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE§ 2739 at 388-89 (3d ed. 1998). See Childers v. High Society 
Magazine, Inc., 557 F. Supp. 978, 984 (S.D.N.Y. 1983) (an unsupported statement that "it might 
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not be so" was insufficient to raise a genuine issue of material fact to defeat a motion for 
summary judgment). 
Moreover, it is well settled that a mere scintilla of evidence or only a slight doubt 
as to the facts is insufficient to withstand summary judgment. Corbridge v. Clark Equipment 
Co., 112 Idaho 85, 87, 730, P.2d 1005, 1007 (1986). As indicated in Heath vs. Honker's Mini-
Mart, Inc., the Idaho Court upheld that Heath's assertion that she "may well have been" on 
property owned by Honker's was insufficient to create a genuine issue of material fact regarding 
that issue of a propriety of summary judgment in face of her previous deposition testimony and 
Tucker's specific averment and supporting documentation to the contrary. Therefore, the 
District Court did not err in granting summary judgment on this ground. Id. 112 Idaho 87. 
Generally, when considering a Motion for Summary Judgment, the Court 
"liberally construes the record in light most favorable to the party opposing the motion and 
• 
draws all reasonable emphasis and inclusions in that party's favor." King v. Lang 136 Idaho 909, 
42 P.3d 702. Brooke's v. Logan 130 Idaho 574,576, 944 P.2d 709, 711 (1997). The mere 
scintilla of evidence are only slight doubted to the facts, however, is insufficient to withstand 
summary judgment; there must be sufficient evidence upon which a jury can reasonably return a 
verdict resisting the Motion. Harpole v. State, 131 Idaho 437, 439, 958 P.2d 594, 596 (1998). 
An opposing party cannot demand a trial simply because of "the speculative 
possibility that a material issue of fact may appear at that time." Heath v. Honker's Mini-Mart, 
Inc., 134 Idaho 711, 714, 8 P.3d 1254, 1257 (Ct. App. 2000). The Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure 56(e) is identical to its Federal counterpart and, therefore, Federal law is instructive in 
an analysis as to whether summary judgment is appropriate in the matter. Id. 713, 8 P.3d 1256. 
It is not the intent of Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 56 "to preserve purely speculative issues 
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of fact for trial." Id. 8 P.3d 1256. Thus, in this instance, all reasonable emphasis and 
conclusions that favor the Defendant should be denied. Exxon *1257 Corp. v. Federal Trade 
Commission, 663 F.2d 120, 128 (D.C. Cir. 1980) 
Plaintiff has identified Denise McClure, CPA CFE, and Dennis Reinstein, 
CPA/ABV, ASA, CVA, as experts in this matter. Ms. McClure opines that "a full and complete 
accounting of all activity is virtually impossible." See Declaration of Counsel [Kevin E. Dinius] 
in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment, Exhibit "E." 
Ms. McClure further notes "The absence of bank statements, tax returns and closing documents 
further complicated my attempts to trace dispositions of Don's assets during the period in 
question." Id. Finally, Ms. McClure further notes that she "could not trace funds to Don's 
personal accounts from 2000 through March 2004 ... " Id. It is interesting that Ms. McClure, in 
setting forth her opinion, acknowledges a disparity in her analysis of $1,066,754.00. 
Brian Watkins acknowledges the disparity, found in the brief of Arnold Douglas Watkins and 
Virginia Watkins (their Opposition to Plaintiff's Motionfor Partial Summary Judgment). Brian 
Watkins agrees that this disparity, alone, creates a material issue of fact, defeating Summary 
Judgment. 
The opinion of Steve Neighbors conflicts with Plaintiffs own experts. In support 
of the Motion for Summary Judgment, Plaintiff relies heavily on the Supplemental Declaration of 
Steven Neighbors, the Conservator of Plaintiff. In that document, Mr. Neighbors states that he 
"calculated the minimum amount due and owing under Doug's Nursing Home Contract" to be 
$405,036.94. Unfortunately for the Plaintiff, Mr. Neighbors, himself, acknowledges that there is 
uncertainty associated with this calculation. Supplemental Declaration of Steven Neighbors in 
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Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, ,rl3. This difference in amount by 
Mr. Neighbors further illustrates that there are issues of fact which remain on Plaintiffs claim. 
At least three (3) different opinions regarding the amount Plaintiff is owed has 
been provided by Plaintiff. This difference in opinions, create an inference that the Plaintiff 
cannot establish an amount due under the alleged agreement. This in and of itself, defeats 
summary judgment. 
CONCLUSION 
For the reasons stated above, the Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment should be denied. Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins request a jury 
trial at the Court's earliest convenience. 
DATED this 19th day of September 2014. 
~~~ William C. Tharp, Esq., ISB #39 
Attorney for Defendants Brian D. Watkins 
and Robynlee Watkins 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 19th day of September 2014, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing DEFENDANTS OPPOSTION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION 
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGEMENT to be duly mailed, postage prepaid, and by e-mail 
to the following persons: 
Brian D. & Robynlee Watkins B Watkins@centurylink.net 
4794 Cree Way 
Boise, ID 83 709 
Kevin E. Dinius kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Merlyn W. Clark mclark@hawleytroxell.com 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P. 0. Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
jrichards@stratgicsos.com 
Edwin G. Schiller egsl@mindspring.com 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHARTERED 
P. 0. Box 21 
Nampa, Idaho 83653-0021 
.·lifr!!!l~ 
(rilliam C. Tharp, Esq. 
Defendants Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- B. & R. Watkins 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
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ROBERT A. ECHARD, 953 
ROBERT ECHARD & ASSOCIATES 
Attorney for Petitioner 
Key Bank Building, Suite 200 
2491 Washington Boulevard 




IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRlCT COURT OF DA VIS COUNTY 
FARMINGTON DEPARTMENT, STATE OF UTAH 
LEILA PAULINE WATKINS, ) . 




ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, ) 
) Civil No. 984700504 
Respondent. ) Judge: Memmott 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
: ss 
COUNTY OF WEBER ) 
BRIAN DALE WATKINS, being first duly sworn upon his oath and having 
personal knowledge, deposes and says: 
1. Your affiant is a son of the Respondent, Arthur Donald Watkins. 
2. Your affiant began to work for his father, Arthur Donald Watkins, in August, 
1984. On August 28,.1988, while working for the Respondent in Be.ar Valley, a tree fell and hit 
uw OFFICES vertebrae in his back. 
KEY BANK BUILDING, SUITE 200 
1491 WASIJINGTON BOULEVARD 
OGDEN, llTAB 84401 
(801) 393-2300 








CEY BANK BUILDING, SUITE 200 
!491 WASllINGTON BOULEVARD 
OGDEN, UTAil 84401 
(801) 393-2300 
FAX (801) 393-:2340 
3. As a result of the injury, in February, 1990 your affiant had surgery at which 
time rods were placed in his back and bone· grafts were used to fuse his ve1tebrae. The surge1y had 
to be redone in April, 1990. 
4. Since the injury, your affiant has been unable to petform the original duties 
associated with his work on the ranch at Bear Valley. Your affiant continues to have problems with 
his back and legs and those huuries are permanent. 
5. In 1988, the Respondent began paying your affiant $3,000.00 per month for 
the injuries received while working for the Respondent. Those payments have been made on a 
consistent basis from 1988 to the present time. 
6. Your affiant considers it an obligation on the part of the Respondent to pay 
said $3,000.00 per month to your affiant. Said money is not a gift. 
DATED this -J.7 day of May, 1998. 
k ., .._ /i'/7 ~ /.-i,,-,--~--. ·----'--='-" (.,I@_ ,t.-':;?f.~··----
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SETILEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT 
~ 
This Settlement and Release Agreement (the "Agreement") dated the £~ay 
of ·Hk:rL. ~- • 2009, is entered into between ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS ("Releasee") 
an~ BRIAN WATKINS ("Releasor"). . 
WITNESS ETH: 
A. The Releasee was the owner of certain. real property located in Valley 
County, Idaho (the "Owned Premises,,). On or about August 28, 1988; the Releasor was present 
on the Owned Premises. with the Releasee at the request of the Releasee. 
B. Releasor alleges that on such date the Releasee caused a tree located on 
the Owned Premises to fall striking the Releasor and causing the Releasor grievous permanent 
personal injuries and that such personal injury was the direct and proximate cause of Releasee•s 
negligent maintenance of the Owned Premises. 
C. . A!J a result of the abt)ve-teferenced personal injury suffered by the 
Releaser. Releasee and Releasor"thereafter entered into an oral agreement whereby the Releasee 
. agreed to provide the Releasor with periodic payments in the sum of $3,000 per month for the 
remainder of Releasor's and his wife's life as pill compensation by the Releasee to the Releasor 
and/or his wife for the Releasor•s claims against Releasee. 
D. Releasee has performed said oral agreement with the Releasee from the 
date thereof until the date of execution of this Agreement. 
E. Releasee and Releasor wish to enter into thls Agreement to memorialize 
their prior oral agreement. 
NOW, TIIEREFQRE, the parties h~to hereby agree and ratify as follows: 
1. Payment by Release~. In consideration of the Release set forth 
in paragraph 2 hereof, Releaser and Releasee hereby acknowledge the delivery and 
receipt of the periodic payments of $3,000 per month made to the Releasor by the 
Releasee from October 1, 1988 until the date hereof, and further agree to continue and.· 
to accept such periodic }layment.s in the ~ount of ~3,000 per month for as long as •~•{,.,f•,1•'1i•\'t•j,.•,r 
the Releesor and his wife Robynlee Watkins~ live. Releasee acknowledg~ and - -7,·' J,! , 
agrees that in the event he predeceases the Releasor, that the obligation of Releasee ,g~ Y tJ 
shall bind Releasee's estate. .Ja . ~ 
defined bolowi2~ the c~=:::! ~ i:r:::::::~1~,:,i CPI (as ltl ~ 
(a) The CPI shall mean the "Consumer Price Index S~onally Adjusted West -.aiiliii 
Region Average For All Items For All Urban Consumers, (1982-
84= 1 OO)J" published monthly in the "Monthly Labor Review'' of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. If 
this index is discontinued, the 11Consumer Price Index Seasonally Adjusted 




West Region Average For All Items For Urban Wage Earners and Clerical 
Workers (1982-84=100)," published monthly in the ''Monthly Labor 
Review" of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department 
of Labor shall be used for making the computation set forth above. If this 
index is discontinued, comparable statistics on the purchasing power of 
the consumer dollar published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
. United States Department of Labor shall be used for making the 
computation set forth above. If the Bureau of Labor Statistics shall no 
longer maintain statistics on the purchasing power of the consumer dollar, 
comparable statistics published by a responsible financial periodical or 
recognized authority mutually agreed upon by Releasor and Releasee shall 
be used for making the computation set forth above. If the base year 
"(1982-84=lOOt or other base year used in computing the CPI is 
changed, the figures used in making the computation above shall be 
changed accordingly, so that all increases in such price index are taken 
into account notwithstanding any such change in the base year. 
Toe CPI for the first full calendar month of the first year of payment 
hereof shall be the "Base Index0 . to compute Payment adjustments 
hereunder. The CPI for the first full calendar month of each successive 
year of the remainder of the term shall be the ''Adjustment Index." {If the 
CPI for any Adjustment Index month is unavailable ·at the start of any year 
of the remainder of the tenn, then the adjustment shall be made when such 
. CPI is available, and the adjustment in Base Payment shail be retroactive 
to the start of that year.) If the applicable Adjustment Index has increased 
over the Base Index, then Base Payment payable under this Agreement 
commencing with each Adjustment Index month and continuing until 
another adjustment to Base Payment is made shall be determined by 
.. !}l~~iplyingJhe: B?Sc, f'a~enJpy a f.i"a~µ(}n., 1:h~ n\lll1erate>r of.w.l:J.i~li i~J:h~ .. 
appropriate Adjustment Index and the denominator of which is the Base 
Index. 
(b) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, in no event 
shall the Periodic Payment for any year be less than the Periodic Payment 
for the previous year. 
3. Release ofReleasee by Relea§or. In consideration for the periodic 
payments already made and Releasee's agreement set forth herein to continue such periodic 
payments so long as Releasor and his wife shall live, to be made pursuant to paragraph 1 of this 
Agreement and all other terms and conditions contained in this Agreement; the Releaser for 
himself, his heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns hereby releases and forever 
discharges the Releasee, his heirs, executors, administrators, principals, employees, · 
representatives, agents, assigns and successors and all other persons liable or who might be 
claimed to be liable ln any manner, from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions; causes 
of action or suits of any kind or nature whatsoever, both known and unknown, to person or 
property, which have resulted in the past or may in the future develop as a result of the accident ···---,. 
SETI'LEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT .. 2 
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which occurred on or about August 28, 1988, which allegedly tesulted in physical injuries to the 
Releasor. It is understood and agreed by the parties that the payments, as set out herein, whether 
already made or to be made· in the future, are not to be construed as an admission of liability on 
the part of the Releasee. 
4.. Upon the death of the Releasor, all payments to be made hereunder shall 
continue to be made~ the legal wife of Releasor (currently Robynlee Watkins); upon the death 
·of the wife of the Payee all payments to be made hereunder shall cease and tenninate and this 
Agreement shall be fully satisfied. 
5. Upon the death of Releasee and within the meaning of Section 130(c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1956, as am.ended (the "Code"), the estate of the Releasee may 
make a "qualified assignment" to an assignee ofReleasee's obligations to make future perio.dic 
payments as described herein. Releaser must agree in writing to such an assignment and 
assignee must be approved by Releaser. Upon such assignment, such assignee or its designee 
shall mail future payments directly to Releasor. 
6. Assignee may fund the Periodic Payments by purchasing a "qualified 
funding asset," within the meaning of Section 130(d) of the Code, in the form of an annuity 
policy with Releasor designated as "measuring life" or "limiting life" under said contract 
Payments made pursu~t to said annuity contract shall operate as a pro tanto discharge of the 
periodic payment obligations described herein. 
7. It is expressly understood that the Releasor shall have the right, without 
the express written consent of the Releasee or the personal representative ofReleasee's estate to: 
(a) accelerate or defer said future payments to any time or vary in any respect 
the payments; 
(b) receive the present discounted value of future payments; 
( c) have any control of the investments or funds from which payments are 
made; 
( d) have any right to increase or decrease the payments; 
(e) change or modify the manner, mode or method of meeting any payments 
or discharging any obligations set forth in this agreement; 
(f) have the power to sell, mortgage, encumber, or anticipate the future 
payments, or any part thereof, by assignment or otherwise: 
8. To procure payment of the aforementioned sums, the Releasor does 
hereby declare that he is competent and of the age of majority, that no representations Jbout the 
nature and extent of said dam.age, loss or injury by any attorney or agent of any party hereby 
released, nor any representations regarding the nature and extent of the legal liability or financial 
responsibility of any of the parties hereby released have induced Releasor to make this 
settlement; that in detennining said settlement there has been taken into consideration not only 
SE'ITLEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT• 3 
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the ascertained damages and loss~s, but also the fact that consequences not now ascertained may 
result from said occurrence, casualty or event as hereinbefore refeITed to. 
9. Releaser hereby aclmowledges receipt of a copy of this Agreement before 
· signing same. It is understood that the provisions of this Agreement are contractual and arc not 
merely recitals and that the undersigned has read the foregoing Agreement, understands it w,.d · 
signs same as bis voluntary act and deed. Releasor further acknowledges and agrees that this 
Agreement completely restates the oral agreement under which the Releasor and Rcleasee.have 
been operating since the time of the casualty and injury incurred by the Releasor as hereinabovc 
described. 




Arthur Donald Watkins, by; 
Brian D. Watkins ATTORNEY-IN-FACT 
Countyof ~ J 
On thjs 3 n day of 772o.d-, , 2009, before me 
~71Ji,r f/.-a /for • personally appeared B~ D. WATKINS1 known or identified 
to me, to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to 
me that be executed the same. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official 
seal the day and year in this certificate first above written. 
SETTLEMEm' AND RELEASE AGREEMENT• 4 
NOTARYP 
Residing at _. +-"'"""'"'u;;...--1...:aca=1-..,.._-----:-.. 
My Commission Expires ----'.,t-,;.;..J.o..u:=~ 
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SETTLElvmNT A!'.'D RELEASE AGREEMENT 
. ~ 
This Settlement and Rdell..-;e Agrec:m.:r.1 (tht:: -Agr.:e111~f') cfated th-e /t:--""o.-iy of March 
2003, is ~t-ered into between ARTHUR DONALD W AT.iINS ("Rc:fo:1:-;ee .. ) .:md BRI • ..\..N' DALE 
WATI'1NS ( .. Rel~nsor··j. 
WTNESSETII: 
,C 
A. . The Releos.ee was the LeSsor of <:~in .~ prc,pjy locnted in '\".a.lley County. Id.lho 
(tb.e Owno:Xl Premises~) Oll or about • .\!Jgust 28. 1988: the R.S!easor ,...-as present on the Le:tsed 
Premises with the Rdea:;~ at tlle request of the ReJ¢:r.sec;:. 
B. Releaser :i.lleges th.'lt o:u i.1.1ch· <fate th,; Rde~o;c:c: ca.usc:d :i. u-ee locat~ ,.m th.: lc!'!Sed 
Premises to full si;ril.::in.g th~ R"'kai;:or nnd causing the Rclea~or grie,:ous pern1nne.nt pen:011:il in_juries 
nnd that sucll personal injtuy was the direct and p:r(•~ma.t': catlis:: of Release.:·:; 11egligent 
n .. "linten.tnce ofth~ 0.vued Premis~. 
C. .-\s ii result of the: uboYe-refereuced per::mnnl i4jllI}· :;uft~r¢d by the Releas<ir. 
Ro;!ldasee .md Releasor thereafter e11ter.;d. int,:i ~n 01.t.l ngreteruent wherehy the Relea..;;ee ~eed to 
provide the Relensor with periodic pa)n1e11t':I in tht: sum of $3.tiOO per mouth for the remainder of 
Retensor· s life .:is foll compe11s.1.tio11 by the Rele~e to the Releasor for Releasor· :s claims against 
Rel.easc:le 
D. Relensee has performed snid oml agrec:!tU~t ,,>ith the Rcle..<tSee from the d..'lt.i there\)!' 
t.)Jltil r.h~ dllte of .;ixecution of thi~ .:\greemdnt. 
E. Releru.~ and ReleasO£ ,vim t1.1 enter into this Agreent!nt tu m~mori..'llize their pri0.r 
or!!.l ,'.)greement 
?,,:OW. THERE,FORE. u'le p:irtfo:: hereto hereby agrc-e ru1d .rotif} ns follow;;: 
' Pt1v01ent b\· Rde:t~ce. In ... -oll!:iidcr.atfon of the Release set thrth in par:1gr~)ph 2 ha-e(it: 
Relem;or and Releas~ h:reby a.cknowl-:dge the deliYery nnd r,;:c~ipt of thli! peri\xlic payment~ of 
S3.000 per n1onth r.iade to the Releru;cr or the Relensaa fro111 October !9Sg tnrtil t.tie cl.-tte I:ier~1.1t~ 
.and further agree to continue :ind to ac~pt stt.:h periodic pn')1nents in the muounr of $3.000 per 
mouth for ;J:!. long :IS the Rde."1."0I' :;1'1.·dl live:. Rd~Sl!:d ac:kuo':Vledge:3 .mrl .:igr.?~'i th:.t in th.? e\·ent he 
p;redece:ises th,; R;leasor~ th.'l.t the obiigm-ion ~1fR~!ea-ree sh.-tll bind Rele..'lsee· s esrnte 
2. Release oi"Releasee hv Releasor I11 consider:i.tion for th~ pcm.odic }Xl)1ll~nts already 
1UOde :ind .R.eleasee· s ngr~em.mt eet forth he.rein 10 ~ontinua such periodic pay1nents sc• long ~s 
Re!ensor skill live. to be mad~ pun,'l.1ai1t to pru:ng:r:iph l of this Agreen1ent and all ot:bcl" i:enus and 
conditions Ot)ntained in tins A~~ment. the Rele~~r for himselt: bis hein~. ¢;x.:c1.1tc,:rs. 
adnliuh-rra.tors. $UCCd:SSo.rs .nnd ~s~-ign::i hereby refoases and fore-ver discharges '!he R.ele.isec. bis 
hen;;. ~xc...:utorr:,. administrators. prillcipnls. .:mployei;:s. r~pn:smt.."Ltiv~. ngai.t:s, n::.sigo.<; nnd 
!:i'Ue<:essors and nll oth~r p~on::; linb!<:! or ,vho llllght be cbimt::cl to be lfahl~ in any manner. from 
MY and oll .:l"thns. demands. d..1magi;..-:, '.:tctivns1 causes of action or suits of :i.ny !dad or nature 
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may m the futur-a develop llS a result ofth~ acc1de.nt 'iilich occurNcl 011 or about • ..\ugust 28. 1988. 
",t'W~h :i.llegedl:rresulted in physical injuries to th~ Releasor. It is understoc,d :md agreed by the 
parties thnt the pnytTh'!nts. ru; set out herein. whether already m.'lde orto be m:1de in the foture. ::ire 
not to ha com,1rued .'.IS :m t1chnission -0fli:ihility on ths= p\rt of the Rci~see. 
3. lTpon the death ,,f the: R~leiiSor. nil p,.'lyruents to l:>e ri .. mde- he1:eu1ld~r shall cease and 
tenuinnte and this Agreement sh..'lll be fitlly sati~fid 
4. lTpon the death ofRele.-u;e¢ :ind ,,=i.thiu the 111eaning ofSe-etion I30(c) of the fntem:ll 
· Revcm1e Code of 1986. ~ :ui1e1c!ed (the .. Codcf"), !he est.ate ofth.: Release.: mar 111.'ll..:e :i "quruffied 
nssignm.enf' fo an assignee of R~le~u;ee • s oblignticus to mnk~ futur~ periodi~ 1K1)'lll.~11ts .:is d~:icribed 
. herein. Re!easor hereby cons<!n~ to such~ assigmuenl to ru:i..iss.igntie npprov~d by Rcl<!aroi·. lj_,on 
such a$..'iignru.ent, ~-::rcl.1 :issignee or :its designee ::lu:1.ll m..1il th.ture pnyments c!ire~tly to Rdeasor. 
3. Assignee m~y :fuml the Periodic Payments by purchasing a "quali.tkd 1i.111ding a..:;:;et, •• 
within the meaning of Section 130{d) of the Code. :iu tile form of an 3Illluity policy ,-Yith R.;:lensor 
dte.-:;igoot,;d :lS •·measuring lit'¢" or ··limiting. lite" under said contnct. Pa:,ments m.:i.d<i pur:mnnt to 
~d 31ll.lltit:r con1r:ict shall operate ~ a pro fonto disch.1rge of the periodic µ:1ynient oblignti01is 
descnbed herein. 
6. It is expr~sl:r understood thnt the Relensor sh.all not have tho ngb.t. without the 







nccelc!l'3.Ie or defer said ftlmrc p.:tyments tti ~y time or \·::try in any re~-pect tha 
pO}"lll~ltEi: . 
rec~ive the 1ires¢nt discounted \"ruue off..rture pti)'lll;'tnt.~: . 
ba.:e :111y control of the 01,·eshne.oh• or funds from which p:i.yme11ts are made: 
httve any right o ii1C'l·eas~ or de<:re:ise the p:iyin.ent'l:. 
ch..-u:i.ge or modify ·the mmmcr. mode ,:ir method of m"~ting :my p.1.yroe11ts or 
discli:irging any oblig:ttio,;1s .s,:t forth in this 3greement:. 
h.1.ve th¢ po.~·er to sell, morig.ige. encom.ber. or anticipate the future payments, or 
.:my pilrt thereof: by assigmncn.t or othero.-is.:. 
1 T~ pt"('Cut"c payu.1ent of the oforel:neu.tioued 1:,1.11111,, the Re!~asor does hereby decl~ 
tll.1.t he is ~OmpQtent and of the age of 1u..1fo.ritj~ tfutt no represent.:1tions about the nature and e~ent 
of said damnge. l0$S -or injury b:· .1.r1y attoruey or ..tgent of n11y pa.~· hereby released. nor any 
represe;.1t.iti.ons reg.:rrdiu.g the n.:iture amt e::dent ofilie legal liability or :fuumcial respomtibillir of any 
of the parrie~ here.by released llnve i:ldu~ed Rele.l:,or to mflke this settlen1ent: th:lt in detemtining 
sai<l ;;ettlem.~.ut th~re h..-is ~en taken into cc•nsido;1r~tion not only the as1.'ert..'liued dlnlAg..:s :ind 1o::ses. 
but :US(', the fact that cons¢q0en0;1511ot JlmY asc,..}rtamed may result :from s.1i.J occ111rence. c.i:5ualty or 
event as h~oofore re:forra-d to. 
&. Reie."tSor does hc:r<lby !i.lJ'ther covemi.nt and .:i.gree t:h..1.t he m.D. n~v,;:r in.~titute in the 
future .my .:;01npfuint:, st.tit. action or c;i.use of action. in faw or .in equity. agmnRt the Relens.:1e; nor 
institute, prosectlte. or in any ,,ny .rid in the institution 01· 1,rosQcuti011. of nny cf.uni. dem.-md. nctiou. 
c::tuse of action. suit or con1pl::tint tor cr oo :iccom1t of ru1y damnge. loss. iqjury or expense n1 · 
i.:umiequeuce of the ticcurrence. c.isu:tlty or e\·:mt hereinb~fore referred to. \\'ht:ther such injury. 
Page2cf~ 
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cl.."mlllg~ loss or e:,.~nse is knmm or unknown. past,. prl!sent or .fi.lture. In connection therewith. 
Rdeasor does hereby covem111t :md agree to indemnify :.u-id bn!d h.trn'lles.c; the aforamentione.d 
Releasee from any and all ck.ims. d~111.inds. actiou...;. ~us-es of :i~tion. suits or ;::ompfaints that 1n.,y 
be brought by ru:r.y person, persons. firm.. coi:por~ion or otber entity ugafo~t the Rale-nsee. fi::,r injury. 
d.'tlllttg~ or loss of Re!e.1.Sor mi sing ou~ of the cas1.1."llty • .x:currence or event hereinbetore referred to. 
9. Rdleasor h-;reby ::icl-:nov,·ledgi::s l"t:'..:s:ipt <JI~ copy of this Agr~ement before signing 
si.1111e. It is undersmod thnt the pnwisions. of this • .l.gr~.;lllent are contractu.i.l ru.1.d .nre not merely 
. recit:ds ~d th.'lt the undersigned h."lS re:id rhe fur~g:oing Agreement.. und~stnnds it .ind ~igns smne 
as his '\-"oluntary act ~nd dooo. Rele~or ftlrther :ickuowledges :md a&r.:es th::.t this Agreement 
oompld"dy r~fufos the ora! agreement tmd« 'l.,bi.:h the Rele.t~or tind Rde.isee h.we bc~n op~rating 
since the time of the c:isu::t.!1~ :ind m.jury in.;urrc:<l by the R~l~asor :is hi:rein..'tb1.we de~ ... -ribe,l 
REL.EASOR:v&L~' 4/_..~ ___ .. _ ..... c::-:--.......... -·----
Bri:mD:i.1.: Watkins 
STATE OF ID~WO ) 
)ss 
County c~f Ad~ ) 
On tllis the ) 0 d..'ty ofJ\:.ltU"'.:h.. 2003. before me appenred _-\rth.ur D~'\Uald \V.itkius... kno,vn to 
mi= <.tt' sati.<:£.,.ctorily proven to bi:: the p~n ·wl11Jse n:tn1e j$ :.1.tb~"bed to the \.l-itbin in.s.tnun~nt and 
ncknowledged thnt he ei.-ecuted the s:une fc,r tll~ purposc:s therein co11bined. In tritness whereof I 
hereunto set .111y h..'tud and offo .. 'fu.l se.i.L : , 1 1 
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. A· RECGCMRD'"'D-REQ//1:q ,.!,.. ~n "( I~ \JO . ., . . , . ··.~ -L..v .... IJ.r 
r1v.4 i:.UUdT L ,iEcoc-~,-=--l ~ ', ... :..,.. p.~ .. J i :,-, .. ~ .,~, ... ~ . ' ~' .
GEK1Ef&i1R0.~~-0F ATIOfy:\ft.Y;r!)'j- _ .... ··~i-_ .. 
. . . .. - . . .. ·Lr- r~,, n-.. pi:; v.a ' .---<- l..i '~~'..,' 
2UDOND - I ~M JO: 28 I O O O 88 0·:t9·. 
I ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS., also knovmas DON WATKINS, also known as A. , 
D. WATKlNS, of .ADA Co1U1ty, State ofidaho, designate and appoint BR!A_N D. WATKINS of 
ADA County, State of!daho, as my attom~y-in-fact and agent subsequently called l<agent", to 
act in my name and for my benefit. I gnu1t to my agent full power and authority to do everything 
necessary in exercising any of the powers herein granted as fuJiy as I might or could do if 
personally present an.d fully competent, hereby ratifying and con.finning all that. my agent shall 
!awfully do or cause to be done by vfrtue of this Power of Attorney and the powers herein 
granted.· 
1.00 General Grant of Power~ My agent shall have power to exercise or perform 
any act, power, duty, right or obligation whatsoever that I now have or may hereafter acquire, 
relating to any person, matter, transaction or property, real o:r; personal, tangible or intangible, 
now owned or hereafter acquired by :me, including, without limitation, the po1Yers specifically 
enumerated m this instrument. Generally, my agent shall have power to do and perform all 
matters, transact all business, and make, execute and acknowledge all contracts, orders, deeds, 
mortgages, leases, assignments, assurances, and instruments of every kind, which may be 
requisite or proper to effectuate the purposes of this General" Power of Attorney. 
2.00 Specific Powers. Without in any way limiting the generality of the power 
and authoritity conferred upon my agent by this instniment, my agent shall have and r.nay 
exercise each of the following specific powers; 
(a) Power to Acquire and Sell. To acquire, purchase, exchange, 
granr options and sen, assign, release, convey, mortgage, hypothecate, lease, and 
accept and take possession of real and personal property and interests therein~ 
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both tangible and intangible, upon such te,nns, conditions, and covenants as my 
agent sha11 deem proper and to sign, seal, execute and deljver and acknowledge 
such deeds,. leases, contracts, assignments~ .indentures, agreements, 111ortga:ges, 
deeds of trust, bills of sale, security agreements and related forms, exchange 
agreements, bills, bonds, notes, receipts, releases and satisfactions of mortgages, 
security interest, and judgments, and such. other instruments in writing as shall be 
proper. 
(b) Borrowing and Banking Powers. To borrow moneys on my 
behalf and to sign, seal, execute, deliver and acknowledge on my behalf such 
promissory notes, 'bills, bonds, or other evidence of indebtedness and such 
mortgages, deeds of trusts, s~urityagreements, pledges, oroth.erdocwnents to 
secure the payment of borrowed funds as my.agent s~1all deem proper. To make, 
receive, and endorse checks and drafts, -deposit and withdraw funds, acquire and 
redeem certificate:s of deposit, in banks, savmgs ana ioan associations, and other 
financial institutions, and to :release such mortgages, deeds of trust1 or other 
security instruments as may be necessazy or proper in the exercise of the rights 
and powers herein granted. 
(c) Powers of Collection and Payment. To forgive, request, demand, 
sue for, recover, coUeet, receive and hold all sums of money, debts, dues, 
commercial paper, checks, drafts, accounts, deposits,.legacies,bequests,.deY.ises, ..... . 
. .............................. h••·······- ··-···· .. -····--········~--·········-.. ·-·············•"··· .. ········ .. -· .. ··············-···· . -
notes, :interests, stock cettificates1 bonds, dividends, certificates of dq)osit, 
· annuities., pensio~ profit sharing, retirement, social security, medicare, insurance, 
and other contractual benefits and proceeds, all documeats of title, all property 
and property rights, real or personal, intangible and tangible, and demands 
whatsoever, liquidated or uniiquidated, now or hereafter owned bv or due owm' a 
,,, 2' t 01 
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payable or belonging to, me or in which l have or may hereafter acquire an 
interest; to have7 use, and take all lawful means and equitable and legal remedies 
and proceedings in my name and for the collection and recovery tb.ereofincluding 
the enforcement of mortgages, deeds of trust and security instruments, and to. 
adjust, sell, compromise, and agree for the same, and to execute and de]iver for 
me, on my behalf, and in my na..rne, all endorsements, releases, receipts, or other 
sufficient discharges for the same. To pay and discharge all debts and demands 
due and payable or which may hereafter become due and payable by me to any 
person or persons who1nsoever. 
(d) Management Powers. To maintain, repafr, improve, invest, 
manage, insure, rent, lease, encumber, partition and in any manner deal with any 
real or personal property; tangible or intangible, or any interest therein. that I now 
own or may hereafter acqui~ upon such terms and conditions as r:n.y agent shall 
deem proper, and to transfer any or all of rn.y assets to the trustee of any revocable 
living trust which r may have created. 
(e) Motor Vehicles. To apply for a certificate of title upon. and 
endorse and transfer title to, any motor vehicle. and to re_present in such transfer 
assignment that the title to said motor vehicle is free and clear of all liens and 
encumbrances except those specifically set forth in such transfer assigmnen:t. 
(f) Business Interests. To conduct or participate in any lawful 
bwsiness of whatever nature; to execute partnership agreements and amendments 
thereto; to incorporate, reorganize. merge. consolidate. recapitalize, sell, liquidate 
or dissolve any busir~ess; to elect Qr employ officers, directors and .agents; to cany 
out the provisions of any agreement for the sale of any business jnte:rest or the 
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stock therein; and to exercise voting rights with respect to stock, either in person 
or by proxy, .and exe.rcise .stock option. 
(g) Ta.1: Potvers. To prepare1 sign and file joint or separate income 
tax retums or declarations of estimated tax for any year or years; to· prepare, sign 
and file gift tax returns with respect to gifts made by me for any year or years; ta 
consent to any gift and to utilize any gift-splitting provision or other tax 
election; and to prepare, sign and :file any claims for refund of a...11.y tax. 
Ch) Safe Deposit Bcxes. To b.ave ac-cess at any time or times to any 
safe deposit bo~ rented by me, \Vheresoev-er located, and to remove all or any part 
of the contents thereof;, and ro surrender or relinquish said safe deposit box, and 
an.:y institution in which such. safe de)'.ll)sit box may be located shall not incur any 
liability to me o:r my estate as a result of permitting my agent tn exercise this 
power. 
3.00 Revocabilitv. This Power of Atto:rn.ey is revocable, provided, that insofar as any 
governmental agency; bank, trust company, insurance company, transfer agent, or other person 
shall tely upon this poiver, this pow~r n:zaybe teMked only 'by a notice in writing executed by 
m~ or my agent and delivered t() sucb person or institution. 
4.00 Jnterpretatio.u. This lnstroment is to be construed and interpreted as a General 
Power of Attor.ney. The; enumeration of specific powers herein is not intended to, not does it, 
limit or restrict the general powers herein. granted to my agent 
5.00 Disabili;y ofl?rincipa1. This General Power c.,f Attorney shall not be affected by 
disability of the principal. 
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6.00 Third-Party Reliance. Third parties may rely npon the representations ofmy 
agent as to ail mattets telating to a.TJ.y power granted to my agent, and no person Who may act in 
reliance upon the representations of my agent or the authority granted to my agent sha] incur any 
liability to me ormy estate as a result ofperrni.tting my agent to e:>fercise any power. 
7.00 Govemin~ Law. This General Power of Attorney is executed and delivered in 
the State ofidaho and the laws of the State ofidaho shall govem all questions as to the validity 
of this poi.vet and as to the construction of it$ provisions. 
8.00 Counte.marts. This General Power of Attorney is e:xecuted jn three counterparts. 
Each executed counterpart of this General Power of Attorney shall have the force and effect of 
this original . 
. IN WITNESS VilHEREOF, I have executed this General Power cf Atto.mey this 
£.{L'C/tL day of October, 2000. ~~. ~ . , . C •••• • • • 0, 
!·· .. ,- ~-.<· .. .  
AR'J;'.at.,"R, DONALD WATKINS 
STATE OF --1.ll£tJJ___J 
} ss. 
Co\tnty of (J..)JbN( ) 
QgJ11is .~ay o~ 0cJoq¢r, 2.0¢0, ~~fote n,.1~, the undetsigned1 a Notary 
Pubµc. i,lJ,.and f<ir §aid~Jate, p~q?Mly _qppeaj-e~fAR,t-ID,,~ .~Q~AJ,J),. WATKINS, known or 
identified to m:e t~ be'tne person w~qi;_e ri~in~ is subs~ribed to me foregoing instrument, and 
ackn.oWledged to rne that he etecuted the sai.'"l:ie. 
· IN WlTI{ESS WHEREOF, l have hereunto set my band and affixed my official 
seal the day and year in this· certificate first above written. 
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STATEOFIDAHO ) 
County of Canyon ) 
: ss 
KEVIN E. DINIUS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1 ~ I am one of the attorneys of record for the Defendants Arnold Douglas "Doug" 
Watkins and Virginia "Ginny'' Watkins in the above-entitled action. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the 
matters herein. The testimony in this declaration is based on my personal knowledge. 
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of relevant portions of the Deposition. Transcript of Sharon Wadsworth, taken 
April 24, 2014. 
4. Attached hereto as Exhibit ''B" and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of the Second Addendum to Expert Witness Report by Denise McClure dated 
March 11, 2014. 
5. I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of 
Idaho that the foregoing is true and correct. 
EXECUTED this l Gay of September, 2014, in Nampa, Idaho. 
4~ 
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Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
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Edwin G. Schiller 
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P.O. Box21 
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The Dalles, OR 97058 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
cgJ Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
cgJ Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
Attorneys/or Defendants Brian andRobynlee Watkins 
D Facsimile-No. 319-2601 
cgJ Email - billctharp@gmail.com 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
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loan. the children would be paid back from the $253,000? 
A. The $258,000. 
Q. $258,000? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What was the source of the $258,000? 
A. That $258,000 would be the money that would 
come to Crestview that was the reserves or whatever 
that's called --
Q. Okay. 
A. -- on that HUD loan. 
Q. Okay. 
16 : 3 8 : 5.2 12 A. So, that money was coming back. 
16 : 3 8 : 5 513 Q. Okay. It would come back to you, but you 
16 : 3 8 : 5 914 would pay your father back -- the children would pay 
16 : 3 9 : 0 0 15 that back or he would pay it back? 
16: 39: 0116 A. He would pay it back. 
16:39:0217 Q. Hewouldpayitback? 
16:39:0418 A. Yes. 
16: 39: 0419 Q. Out of that sum? 
16:39:0720 A. Right. 
16 : 3 9 : 11 21 MR. TIIARP: That's my questions. Thank you. 
16: 39: 1122 EXAMINATION 
16 : 3 9 : 112 3 QUESTIONS BY MR. HANBY: 
16:39:1124 Q. My name is Michael Hanby. I'm Doug's 













We talked a little bit about the power of 
attorney that your father executed in favor of Brian. 
Do you remember when you found out about that power of 
attorney? 
A. No. 
Q. It was revoked sometime in 2009; is that your 
recollection? 
A Yes. 
Q. And you had known about it prior to then? 
A I heard that be had a POA, yes. 
Q. Prior to the revocation did you ever have any 
16 : 3 9 : 4 8 12 suspicions or reasons to think that Brian was not acting 
16 : 3 9 : 5 4 13 appropriate in any way towards your father in his use of 
16 : 3 9 : 5 8 14 the power of attorney? 
16: 40: 0415 A I don't think so. 
16 : 4 O : O 6 16 · Q. So, did it come as a surprise :when your father 
16 : 4 o : l O 1 7 notified you? I think you testified earlier he had 
16: 4 O : 14 18 given you some sort of warning or a heads up that a 














Q. One of the allegations in this case against 
your brother Doug is that be bad committed fraud against '. 
your dad. And a necessary element of that is him making , 
a false statement to your dad. Are you aware of any 
false statements that Doug made to your dad? 
A. I'm not aware of any, no. 
Q. Has anyone told you what false statements they 
think that Doug may have made to your dad? , 
A. If they have, I don't recall them. 
Q. Have you discussed this lawsuit with your 
father at all? 
16 : 41 : 4112 A. A long time ago. Before George got sick. 
16 : 41 : 4 713 Q. Okay. Did your dad ever tell you something to 
16 : 41 : 5014 the effect that Stella was pU&hing him to pursue the 
16: 41: 5 615 litigation? 
16 : 4 2 : 1816 A. At one point Dad told us that Stella wanted to 
16 : 4 2 : 2 41 7 go forward with the lawsuit but be did not. 
16: 42: 2918 Q. Do you remember the time frame of that 
16 : 4 2 : 3119 conversation with your dad? 
16:42:4920 A. No, I don't. 
16 : 4 2 : 5 2 21 Q. Do you remember communicating something to 
16 : 4 2 : 5 4 2 2 that effect to your brothers at a shareholder meeting in 
16:42:5823 Februaryof2011? 
16 : 4 3 : 012 4 A. Yes, something around that, yes, about that. 
16:43:0625 Q. So, you remember attending a shareholders 
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16: 43:28 8 
16:43:34"9 
A. Yes. 
Q. What company or companies would that have been 
for? 
MR. TIIARP: 2007? 
MR. HANBY: '11. 
THEWITNESS: '11. '11. ProbablytheRCC 
Investments or Country Square. 
Q. (BY MR. HANBY) Do you remember who was 
16 : 4 3 : 3 610 present at that shareholders meeting? 
16 : 4 3 : 4 511 A. Not exactly. I think we all were, but I can't 
16:43:5412 verifyweallwere. 
16 : 4 3 : 5 513 Q. But you remember communicating to the group 






wanting to pursue the litigation and not your father? 
A. She wanted to -- at first she was the one that 
wanted to do it and then Dad told us later he was going 
to do it Now, could I have said she was pushing him to 
do it? I could have. I don't-- I don't remember what 
16:44:3020 Isaid. 
16 : 4 O : 2 4 21 A Yes, it surprised me. 16 : 4 4 : 3 2 21 Q. Do you remember anything else about the 
16 : 4 O : 2 9 2 2 Q. Do you have any knowledge of anything that 16 : 4 4 : 3 4 2 2 lawsuit being discussed at that shareholders meeting? 
16 : 4 O : 3 3 2 3 Doug knew or should have known that would have made him 16 : 4 4 : 3 8 2 3 A. It was, but I don't remember what we 
16 : 4 O : 3 8 2 4 question Brian's authority under that power of attorney? 16:44:4124 discussed. 
16 : 4 O : 4 2 2 5 A No, I don't know of anything. 16 : 4 4 : 4 9 2 5 Q. Do you still have Exlnbit Nos. 96, 97, and 98? 
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16:45:071 A. Yes. 16:49:061 Q. Do you remember what your outstanding balance 
16:45:12 2 Q. On I don't know if it's the first page or the 16:49:09 2 on the, for lack of a better term, nursing home note r 
16:45:17 3 second page of yours, but I know the cover page got tom 16:49:16 3 would have been when that settlement was entered into? 
' 16:45:21 4 off on a couple of these. But where it states the date 16:49:194 A. I don't. 
16:45:26 5 of December 1, 1994, and it shows the balance forward -- 16:49:205 Q. Was it more than $90,000? 
16:45:38 6 These show a balance forward for Doug and Brian, a 16:49:22 6 A. Yes. 
16:45:42 7 balance forward of $298,369.72. Do you see that? 16:49:28 7 Q. Do you remember what amount your sisters 
16:45:55 8 A. Yes. 16:49:30 8 agreed to pay_-_ ; 
16:45:56 9 Q. And then the amount for Gene is $325,869.68. 16:49:319 A. No. 
16:46:0410 Do you see that? 16:49:3310 Q. -- per that agreement? 
16:46:0511 A. Yes. 16:49:3411 A. No, we all worked out our own settlement. 
16:46:0512 Q. Do you know why his is more? 16: 49: 3712 Q. So, you were never privy to that information? 
16:46:0713 A. Not exactly, no. 16:49:4013 A. I was for the books. They had to tell me the '. 
16:46:0914 Q. Do you remember -- I guess back up. Strike 16:49:4314 nwnber. But I don't remember. 
·, 
16:46:1315 that. Do you remember what the balance forward for your 16:49:5015 Q. Was there a written settlement agreement i 16:46:1916 note would have been? 16:49:5616 entered into that memorialized the tenns of your D 
16:46:2017 A. No. 16:50:0117 settlement agreement with your dad? I 
16:46:2718 Q. But yoµ had indicated that the sisters, 16:50:0218 A. I'm sure there was. 
16:46:3119 including you, have satisfied the obligation under that 16:50:0319 Q. Do you have a copy of that? , 
16:46:3320 note? 16:50:0520 A. I'm supposed to, rm sure. I wouldn't be able ' 
16:46:3421 A. Correct. 16:50:1221 to tell you where it is right now. I know where I can ' 
16:46:3522 Q. Tell me the context in which that was done. 16:50:1622 get a copy. 
16:46:4123 A. You have to explain more to me what you're 16:50:2123 Q. One of the allegations in the lawsuit against 
looking for. rm not sure what you mean by "context" of your brother Doug is that he should be required to pay 
,. 
16:46:4324 16:50:2424 ; 
16:46:4725 why it was done. 16:50:2825 the money back that he received on the Locust Grove 
Page 191 Page 193' 
' 
16:46:47 1 Q. Well, I have some sort of understanding that 16:50:311 property. I think you testified earlier that you 
l 
16:46:50 2 it was in concert with a settlement. Is my 16:50:39 2 received $500,000 from the sale of that property; is 
16:46:53 3 understanding of that correct? 16:50:42 3 that correct? ' 
16:47:04 4 A. I don't think those two items go together. 16:50:42 4 A. Correct. 
16:47:11 5 Well,!-- 16:50:43 5 Q. Has your dad or anyone on his behalf asked you 
16:47:13 6 Q. Explain to me what your understanding is, 16:50:47 6 to pay that money back? 
16:47:15 7 then. 16:50:48 7 A. No. 
16:47:18 8 A. We settled with the Husband's Trust on my dad 16:51:03 8 Q. Another allegation against your brother Doug 
16:47:23 9 that we would pay off and that there would be a certain 16:51:05 9 is that he conspired with Brian and others to basically 
16:47:2710 amount that each of us would pay him and we no longer 16:51:1210 steal money from your dad. And a necessary element of 
' 16:47:3211 had to continue paying him or the trust on these notes. 16:51:1511 that is that there was an agreement between those 
16:47:3812 Q. And what was that certain amount? 16:51:1812 brothers to do so. Are you aware of an agreement 
I 
16:47:4613 A. Mine was $90,000. 16:51:2113 between Doug and anybody else to, in essence, steal ' 
16:47:5314 Q. Has that $90,000 been paid? 16:51:2714 money from your dad? 
16:47:5515 A. Yes. 16:51:2715 A. No. ' 
16:47:5616 Q. Do you remember when it was paid? 16:51:3016 Q. Have you ever met Steve Neighbors? 
16:48:1817 A. June. I don'trememb!'l' if it was 2012 or 16:51:4317 A. Yes. 
16:48:3318 2013. 16:51:4518 Q. And do you know who he is and what his role in 
16:48:3419 Q. Can you articulate for me what the underl~ 16:51:4819 this lawsuit has been? 
16:48:4020 cause of action that was being settled related to? 16:51:5320 (Cell phone ringing.) 
16:48:5021 A. Can you explain the question? 16:51:5521 'IHE WflNESS: That's me. That means it's 
16:48:5122 Q. Well, what was the $90,000 meant to pay offJ 16:51:5822 George. Hold on. He's probably worried about me. 
16:48:5523 A. It was to say that Dad doesn't owe me money 16:52:1623 MR. HANBY: No problem. i 
16:48:5924 and I don't owe him money and we're done and settled and 16:52:1624 (Discussion held off the record.) 
16:49:0325 this is the amount between us. 16:52:2325 Q. (BY MR. HANBY) Do you need me to repeat my 
.. 
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16:52:27 1 question? 








Q. Do you understand what Steve Neighbors' role 
in this lawsuit is? 
A. Maybe. 
Q. Tell me what your understanding is. 
A. He talces the place of my dad. 
Q. And he's your dad's Conservator; correct? 
A. Yes. 
Page 196 '. 
16 : 5 5: 12 1 FURTHER EXAMINATION 








Q. Do you believe that Brian-· do you have any 
knowledge or belief that Brian has defrauded your 
father? 
A. Do I have any knowledge or belief? 
Q. Yes. 
A. I dont know where I stand on that. 
16: 52: 4 810 Q. HaveyoumetwithMr. Neighbors in connection 16: 55: 4010 
16:52:5111 withthislawsuit? 16:55:4811 
Q. Okay. Are there any facts that you have that 
would support that belief? I know you're uncertain, but 
do you know of any facts that would support a belief 





A. On what level? 
Q. On any level. 
A. Yes. 
Q. More than once? 
A. Yes. 
1 6 : 5 3 : O 5 1 7 Q. When was the last time you met with Steve 
16: 53: 07 18 Neighbors? 
16:53:1819 A. I don't recall. 
16 : 5 3 : 2 4 2 0 Q. Has Mr. Neighbors ever explained to you what 
16 : 5 3 : 2 6 21 the goals of the lawsuit are? 
16: 53: 37 22 A: I don't know-- I don't know that he has. 
1 6 : 5 3 : 4 O 2 3 Q. Are you aware that Mr. Neighbors as 
16 : 5 3 : 4 3 2 4 Conservator files periodic reports regarding the 
16 : 5 3 : 4 7 2 5 expenses incurred on behalf of your father? 
Page 195 
A. Yes. 
Q. Have you received copies of those? 




16 : 5 5 : 5 414 A. I don't have any facts that prove it. 






MR. WETHERELL: Is that it, everyone? 
MR. CLARK: That's it I have nothing. 
MR. WETHERELL: I can't think of any reason 
that we would need to read and sign. so; just go ahead 
and submit it. And I don't need a thing. 
16 : 5 6: 1921 But just so you know, if you want to go over 
16 : 5 6 : 2 12 2 to her office and read your testimony, you're welcome to 
16: 56: 2 423 doso. 
16 : 5 6: 2 52 4 THE WTINESS: I don't want to remember what I 





Page 197 , 
MR. WETHERELL: Okay. Thank you very much. 













Q. Is that anything that you've reviewed or 16 : 5 6 : 51 5 
of Sharon Wadsworth is now fully concluded. Are there 
any stipulations as to custody of the video recording, 
exhibits, and other matters? The Court Reporter will 
talked to anybody about? 16 : 5 6 : 5 3 6 
A. Not really. 16: 57: 00 7 
Q. So, ifl were to ask you, for example, if you 16 : 5 7 : 0 3 8 
knew how much in legal fees were spent in 2013 on behalf 16 : 5 7 : 0 4 9 
of your dad in this case, would you have any idea? 
A. No. 
Q. If it was more than $100,000, would that 
16: 54: 3913 surprise you? 
16:54:4014 A. No. 
16:54:4215 Q. If it was more than $200,000 would that 
16: 54: 4516 surprise you? 
16:54:4517 A. No. 
16:54:4618 Q. If it was more than $400,000, would that 
16:54: 4919 surprise you? 
16:54:4920 A. Ihavenocluewhattoexpect 
16 : 5 5 : O 6 21 MR. HANBY: I don't think I have any other 
16:55:0822 questions. 



















take the exhibits and maintain those. And Mr. Richards 
will maintain the video; okay? 
MR. WETHERELL: Thank you everyone. 
'MR. CLARK: We are done. 




50 (Pages 194 to 197) 
M & M COURT REPORTING (208)345-8800 (fax) 
84ac1133-0ee1-4de4-b38 -911cf883d5c90 
001073
e e .. 
EXHIBIT B · 
001074
Second Addendum to 
&c,ett Witue,s ReJtO.rt 
In, the Matt~t,l\Jf 
Arthur Dona·td Wattcfns 
vs. 
Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case- No. GV-OC-0921373 
In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
The State of Idaho, In and For the County of Ada 
Prepared for: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
P.repa.red b.y: · 
Denise M¢C~Ufit .tP.A, CfE 
Ave.rti $.o'.hJtiijrns, -LLC 
15B·i N. Miflwau1ke·e, #181 
Boise, ,ID 81714 
March 11, 2014 
001075
' . e 
INJROPUCTION. 
I wcis,emgcJgecil'by M.aw!~Y trQx_e'll ·!ir.u,11$, '&. H~.Wl.ey, ,~~P •tQ !:JS..~Jgliil w,altia,t!l'lg thl',Pl'!;ll:'r:l~ty .ef ·tlit~ h_a.ndllf!g'oUhe 
p.f~l~t.lf,f'~ifiFi~r,tG.l~J-sffa·irs=b,y-~~e·'lll.e'f~i\lG~tt:ts :af:!~·,t~ ,!iSSi$fl!!i:J ~4~ntifiy.i'mg ,il~e'e,«:~of;,ef ;ml~Jr-iaril.aiemeinl,61 the 
. P.laf lhtiff' s f imme::e'f; ~ndfor ,IJll$~p,pr,~prJ.al!IGJn QUJ:ie ·P-lai'r,itiff'~ ?ssets. 
Bata relied 1:1pan -In Sl:IP,pc;irt.: 0f my-C?.J,Jir:ilt11f.l' aamtair,ecil her-elm •is as noted wlthl111 eael:I seetkm atid/i:lr as ,listed In 
Sehedule •B of mv orlglr.ial r~jjort, as amended ,by this a-ddendum. 
In addition to documents referenced In this report, I may summarize information cantained In such documents in 
exhibit form to assist the explanation ef my analysis and opinlon(s) at trial. 
This addendum, the addendum dated September 10, 2013 and my report dated March 26, 2013 reflect my 
opinions to date In this matter. As additional information or testimony becomes available, I may find it appropriate 
to revise or supplement my opinion, analyses and conclusions stated herein. I may also be called upon to provide 
testimony with regard to additional data or records and/or data received from or testified to by other parties 
and/or their witnesses. · 
Denise C. McClur_e, CPA, CFE March 11, 2014 
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Second A~de~d1:1mto,Expert Witness:~ep.011: 
Opinions 
REVISION iO.ORINION:#.1 .... ·INA.CCURAtE;.INC!GMPlET:E,AND.MISLEAOJNGACCOUNi:ING:RECCilRDS 
' . . . . . . ' . .. 
I ideAtifiea·1g trar:isactians tata'li11g $1.i3i3lY.6@fa lllsr,i's ·aecf:)unti!ilg-rellsrd:s :tit.latwere·d~leted sr·.r.e-el:taracterized 
ta Dsl'i,.S detriment; -mast i:i.f t~e tr:an"sa~ioa:s:wer,e'-ta ·Br.iali"s =beaef.it. 
SeveraHC:>llnswer,e.madefrom lilon':S·finaReial atloc.>unts ta Br.Ian aRd other.family members during the time Brian 
held p0wer of attorney. The 13 tr.a·nsaotions listed ·below were modified one to eleven months after the · 
transaction date. The transactions were changed to write off loans of Don's funds to Brian and one other family 
member, either by reclassifying them as Don's personal expense or by deleting the transaotlon from Don's 
accounting records. Over $158,000 of the write-offs and deletions reduced Brian's debt to Don; one $15,000 write-
off was for another family member. There is no evidence that Don was aware ef these transfers and deletions, or 
that these transfers were legitimate offsets to other transactions. 
Date Originating Bank 
Date Amourit Des cri eti on Modified Account 
02/03/04 $ 15,000.00 Loan from Don to Brian written off 12/01/04 Access 
08/20/05 10,000;0.0 Loan from Don to Brian written off "to reimburse Alaska vacation" 11/04/05 Zlons-4324 
01/03/06 12,poo.oo Loan from Don to Brian wr-ltten off oitz;tos o;BarW 
fJ'l/!.J.?-f06 8)!i0(;);1:)0 loa11 ftpm-Don- to Brian wr.i~!;!n off 1!Ji('t1,j/p6 Aceess 
09/7,3/06 20:000.00 Loan from-Don·tbrBrianwri-tten off . 11J2~/P6 DBarW 
04/osio1 40,1!27.60 loan from-Don to Brian written off (Note 1) 12/19107 Access 
U/20/07 4,000;00 l.aan from Don to Brian written off 11/19/07 DBarW 
11/06/08 9,500.00 Transfer from Don to Brian, later deleted in Don's acc.ounting records 03/30/09 Access 
01/27/06 9;000.00 Cash withdrawal recorded as loan to Brian, later written off 11/22/06 Zions-1620 
02/06/08 10,000;00 Access income was recharacterlzed to look like Brian repaid Don fl4/02;/09 Ac11ess 
06/29/flS 5;000.00 Loan written offliy making a journal entry 06/29/08 NfA 
07/10/06 142110;80 Brian repaid his company fBDWSI) $18,500 for a $4,000 loan to Don 11/05./08 Access & £:l BarW 
158,327~60 
02/28/06 1S;8.®.,P.O Truck l·oan to ll>avid Watkins, written off 08/29/06 Ziohs-4324 
S .1'l~1~ilil,~O TeTAL 
Note 1: Br-ill n claimed •Bon r-eteilled more tha·n his 4% share.for the locust Grove sa"le.lta.ppe-.irs to be true. Don r-eceived over 
$40,000 more than his 4.% distr,ibutien. f.lowev.er, the e!.(eess $40;8l!7,GO \Vi!S traIJ§'ferr-e~ out of Don's acceilnt in Apr-II 
2001, ab~ut a year after t~e sale eleseil. lhefunds wer-e transferred to Brhm's persona'! aceountand recor-ded in his 
acGaunting ~ecorils-as paying.Brian's daughter's surgery costs. 





IR qw ~~r,ij~~ ;Jilen wa:i; 1:1der:;patdl ~18.r~e am:rual~.d~111iiltmdlrGm$1.e~~ift. ~R1111~~nGl~s 
1iliq~~ ([Ir ~!l!.~i:uf, ~t'1-t!D. w~l"(ih:f.\e:w~:i.er.itifl~1,ifte.a•~m1111tfar.·1ihe\El'~~it,~i:!R"!i'dr.ie1111illlile 
1!11:1$b,h~ts 11ir-ust i~ dnilGQl\lr.ate ar:icl !!lr.tr~llaliile, ilir,pr:isaetic,ms·wer..e-cil~l~ted ,fr-sm ,ti~e 'lilU$~i!lil°d~s 1F.r,ysb,ae®lillil~l1:1g 
r:e~er:I\IJ t~r-k~v ~t<i:lt;$'!ioti~R~·betw.i;et.i 11iJsa a1111ftlile Hills~and'.s'1linli\st-a-n~:1!~rt.:r.tfat1fuav~:lp'een :,it.~artil'f!lis') firsm \lilrt>l'i 
tC!I 8r,ta11 ar.idfi'l>t Gene ·in the-fsr,m sf •l(!)H -fersiver:iess er ether ways Wklet.i Wa.lilhilibie·;ta-tae dett1mer:it ef ·lllar.i • 
. This eplnlon Involves four iSS1.1es: 
1. Whether Don recelvecl the 5% principal distributions to which he was entitled 
2. Confusing and inaccurate accounting for loans between the Husband's Trust and Don 
3. Deletion of accounting detail In the Husband's Trust accounting records 
4. Whetherthe related party notes between Don and the Husband's Trust are reliable 
Don was entitieci to receive all ttie annu~I net income from the Florence R. Watkins Exemption Trust (11FRWMET'1) 
and the Husband's Trust, as well as 5% Gf the principal from the Husband's Trust. 
Don executed three Promissory Notes to 11:te Husband's Trust en December 10, 1997; the total of the three notes 
was $1,633;628. On 11Jecember 11, _2001, -Brian ~nf~r-med an attor-nevthat the 'l'FUsteeshaEI decided to ferglve the 
clebt remain_ir:ig on dlese notes; tbe comblnecil-ba1ance of the notes at ~at time was $1,S81,S88. 
Six months after Don revoked the pewer af attorney, and eight years after the r:iotes were forgiven, 1iWQ of the 
three notes and several of the trust principal payments to Don were aeleted from the Husband's Trust Q.ulckbooks 
file. These promissory notes wer-e part of the Husband's Trust's prlnclpal, sa deleting the data made It difficult to 
calculate the 5% distributions, and -te deter.rnine whether !Don Fecei!,!edthe distributions. The data in Don's 
Qulekbeoks had not been deleted, and J was able to trace the distributions using Don's Q.uickbooks flies and the 
Quiclchf!a1cs a1:1dit trail Fepci!lt.fer the liusband's l'r--ust. 
After a4J~n_gthe tfushand'-s "il'llli!st corpus a~l:lntf.ar 3$91!!to ltlD-1 .fer 1!he notes t.f.JaU1i!d-been f.er,glven and 
dellilW, f·i!let-ei:mil'!ed ~11Jn ~1RoL114 lt~o ~111 $~3;41fhlif ,flr~r.1tipa1 for the '18ar,s 1!9!Hliraqgti ms. Mi! 
r.ece1vetil GAIV $462i91D, ar,i wr.ider,r,ayme111t mf $lH!>,448,.as illustMtedlbetQw: 
March 11,2814 
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·liJJ:f1tr.1,!;!.tl~!l ,[1!j;~tl111b!g~Jflil 
199S $ 9s,Uo . $ 4l;.Bli1 


























'J:be $!1Di,791. tetal-1:listr.ibutlmR for years 2005-:l.tilEIB was ~eerdetil·IA eiqi,,tralilSaetfor.i M9rel;J !009 faliher1l!an :,ear 
l9vyea1. · 
"M~-..U-.E1$Werae.;ncn:,akil~a i:ia~;~i:istea4'1bey~ere.tised,m .effse.t,li)q;fll~ debt..l?.iiJC:Jr ta 100!,itfflif .e'f.fset 411:ie 
thrtae :Pr,t>n:il~~or-y Netes dated •li).ecerrtber 161, !997 ~hat,were fo~ghr.eA ,fA ~li!Qi; ~rQm ia@a -te ~008 ,tihey.offs~t itith.er 
leansfi1temtha;fll111sliia1;jciJ's tir.lilst.te •l\>~n. ili~eseUater;Jo-af.!s-Were aecci>~r:ite1U'0r lil'I ~ei:i~sl:iocl>k$ ;1:1:Sing ·the.:sam~ 
accmlilr:ihs was 1:1sec!lfor.pr.G1mlssG1r-ynl3tEi #$that wado~glver-d11121i>02. 
Ill aefolltl.Glra tethe pr-il'lelpal lilistr.lb1:1tlet:1s usi!lal to mffset"ll>on's dsbt,ta the Nusl;,and,.s Trust, cash payn"lelits totallr:ig 
$154,942 were made frem Bon to the Musbanif"s Tfllst from 2ooe-thrcn1g'h 2008. 
The accounting for the leans from the Husband's Trust to.Don should bea mirror image on each entity's set of 
books. In other words, the activity In the accounts on Don's books should be the mirror Image of the Husband's 
Trust accounts. That was not the case, as illustrated below. The year end balance on Den's books should be the 
same as that of the Husband's Trust, but the two accounts differed by $10,000 to $88,000 for seven of 11 years. 
Note-#3 
Don's FRWHT 
Books Books Difference 
12/31/98 48,102 73,244 (25,142) 
12/31/9.9 85,972 96,339 (-18,367) 
12/31/fJO 88,986 (88,!)06) 
12/91/01 
12/31/82 
12/31/03 18,896 . 18,896 0 
12/31/04 51,583 51,583 (0) 
12/31/05 19,176 52,881 (33,705) 
12./31/06 76,922 110,627 (33,705) 
12/31/07 7S,Y114 109,440 (33,706) 
l'J,/;31/(JB (-87,§01) (~,795) (SB,706) 
Same Bf the eAtries used to ~uAtfer-the AC$!5 in likm's QuiGkbliloks files ere q1testianable: 
1. Or,i 41:me 4, 20©4 lllcm receTveGI $103,498,9.l from the sale i:>f ·thenurslng·home-(see oplr,iion #iG), Of these 
fuRds, $32,336,0.4 was tr.anll'ferred ·to FRWiiJif as a laan r.epaymemt mt-I ·Note -f#a an-March 9, 2(!JQ.4, lllon'1 
bal~rnee was or.ily $l@.,836,<D4 at the time·ef thlis tra11sact!GJl'I, sa ll11;1n overpaid his clebt to FRWHT by 
$21,§0(;).CJ!l). 
2. A transfer effililnds dated Jan1:1ary 1, 2006 af $56,120.15 was recor-ded as a 'loan ta ·Doi'! frmm ihe 
Musbaml's l'A:lst. lihls entry was made an NGvember 22, B&, almmt a year afterthe tra111saetfen date. 
Tbere is no explanatiltan or deserlpllon in the Qtliekbeoks flies mher 1ihan tf!le f-RWlf'f audlt-tl!all ireport 
which shows that $40,864.11 went to Brian and $1'5,2BS.M weAt tG Ciiene; the only descr\Jtlon Is 
0 transfers". More lnferl'-ilatlon is needed for this tninsac:tion, li>ut It appears Brian al'id Gene may have 
benefltted at !!Ion's expense. 
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REVISEl!t~P.~NI0.111 #6: . DONPJD.·N~ ~&~l~JlilUOCUst:.GROVE·~~-fi~il_ilt>N ~---1~Hl!WAS£tJlflJU8 
~eMyqlir.iia1,1, Bll>P ~id met•G411ve orfa~111ef.it~lt!.'ll:le 4%sd~t.Fl~~tlen'la~•,.ei-'iij\il~El"f:,t~$,e·stle Qft.f:ie 
1$lll!I~ G.li8ve_fl:G'j J!l~pe• ean-was ,lttfttllil ·l:Je11Wee111 ·$.8~,UQO and$8GI.,._ ifjl'{at.I'f.S~!v~i:1-mcite •sh-~an ~e 
was et-1tli!lea to arid lilon r.et:elv.ecil ·IE!ss. · 
A dlstr-ibutfoA ef$124,1'2S was l!eported bh :Eicm'-s ADW, ~L~=K·1 for 2006, A total of,$~6$;6101:lwas ·1ted0rde1ll-in 
llkm's aBCGuntir,ig recoriils as :his hG distribution. Hewever riot a11 t-hese funds Were r-ecelvetlhy Bon, nor were they 
used for hii benefit. 
Brian testified during his December 2013 deposition that he believed it was permissible to transfer funds to his 
personal accounts for business transactions, and then make distributions from his personal accounts (111.328-329). 
He also admitted he did this with the LG funds. Thus, any funds remaining after Brian paid Don and his siblings 
remained in Brian's personal accounts or under his control. 
Brian trackeci dlstrlhutions'to'Don anci his siblings, but not to himself. Since Brian paid each of his other siblings 
$500,_000, the only Issue is how much Don received or benefltted from; any excess fun.ds were in Brian's accounts. 
I performed a detailed analysis of the transactions flowing through Brian's accounts and the two Locust Grove 
related financial aceaunts (Zians-1620, ING·S564), I also perfor-med a detalled analysis afthe flaw of funds for the 
$166,lilQO •Brian recoFded in Don's Q.uickbook' s flies as lllon's dlstrlbut~on. · 
From these ·analyses, I determined that Brian received excess cash from dosing ($47,698), interest Income, 
($53,448) and a pC:Jrtion of Don's distribution ($36,SOOto $79,750): 
1. llon received or benefltted from $65,000 to $88,000 of the $166,000 recorded In his aCCGuntlng records 
as LG Distributions. 
2. ~at-1 received between $631,lCIO and $654,!00, clependir:ig on two different scenai'l8s Bf the amount Don 
r:eceived er l:Jei:iefflited .fram. ~Is Fepresents an extra $al,100 te $154,3013 that Brian r-ecelved ever and 
above the $500,eoe dlstribllltl0n ,Brian elalmed ar:i fills tal< t,eturr.i. 




Iii my o.pir,iien, Briiali! :ba:; .failed te slib$~ar.i.tiafieifilis <ilaims tbatt 
a. :a.etee-tenantstloi:in~d ,illern $.1t~,M3AY·ln itimiiand .2mes, and 
2. Br-iarn was·1fae $41;37.i;GJ'fedunds alilvamcecifto eresWiev.;.Apartmehts. 
less than WIG.(-~} weeks <(lfter•ll>(()lil :r.evoked :ar.lan's,p111wer,af attar.ney; Jir-i!IA i(:lo.k.$.2;S8)6S8 aw~d ite·G:roe,stview 
Apartments'(an ,~xemptian ilrr:1:1st asset) ;r,esllil~ing,freaJ:l.i! ·(he release ·ef Gr,estvlew:Apattment's ·m1:.1r,tgage escrow 
reser-ve 1:1pon safjs'faction efthe me:,r:tgageJn April 2009. 
Brian admitted taking $231,793 of these funds and claimed he and RCC Co-tenants were owed these funds by Don 
and the Exemption Trust for loans and expense reimbursement. The records, however, do not substantiate Brian's 
claims. 
rn December 2013, Brian testified that he transferred the reserve funds to his personal bank account to repay 







Repay $100,000.00 loan from RCCCo-tenants to Don 
Repay $78,043.47 loan from RCC Co-tenants to Don 
Te:,tal·loan repayment 
Repay 'Brian for funds he advanced to Crestview 
Total taken by Brian 
Brian also agreed to provi.de documentation and support for these transactions. 
Bria n's s1:1pport for the loans to Don was an amortization schedule an which he states "Unable to locate original 
loan interest worksheet se:, I prepared this. I do not know why the interest calculation does not equal interest 
paid." (201S Dec-193485- li>efend.anHI. D. Watkins) Th~ loans are dated·f.llovember S, 2008 ($100,0l!lO) and 
Mar~h 14, 2001 ($1&;043.47-l which corresponds to the atco1:1nting.r,ecords. ·Hawever:fihe interest caleulation per 
. Briar.i's spre1:1asheet is $2;Cll62.77 mer,e than lllon's inter-est,payment. 
I attempted to t~ce the :i1:1111ds flow for these loans·fr.li>m RCC <::e-tenar,its te •ll>on. llbe $18,043.47 foan ·r:&presents 
the exact ameunt afthe f1:1111ds,tef.t 1n Brlarts acceunting r.ecor-ds a.fter,the 21liID4 excf.iange of the n1:1rsir.irH;iernefor 
.Cc::iurntry Square. 'Fhere is rne eviae111ce ·In the bank r.ecerlildhat these fuAds wer.a.trar;isferr-ed to any ef .[)or;i's bank 
accounts. 
RegarcliAg the $1:00;000:foar:i, $100;1il00,00was deposited to Access en Navember 4, 2008 but there are AG bank 
r.ec@rds substantiating the sauree ef the funds, so I cannot confirm whether,the ·fune:ls wer-e ·fram ·lmc Co-tenaRts. 
Ghrer $68i(000 was Immediately traasfeFr.ed eut: $54,000 ta Br-ian and $14;1lll!l0to .fRWMET and P.RWHT. Ar,iather 
$1S;OOC>went to Bon, $12;000 was 1illstrlb1:1ted to Don's ehlldren andgrandeihlldren and a smc1ll amount was used 
to pay l!lon's taxes. Only a small .psrtlon ef the f.1:1nds were 1:1sed for,&loR's lileneflt. 
After.hls December 20!3 deposltlen, Brian alsa prC!lvlcled doe1:1meliltation ef1ihe $41,B72,&7 r-epayr,nent for funds he 
had advanced to er.est)f.lew: "Ledser IBalance liletall as of Aprll !3, 2009" (i0U 1:>ee -1S34S4 - l)ef.er:11!li!111t Bl. lil. 
Watkins). T.he ledlser he prevtded ,Is slil'3sta111tl1i1IIY different fr-am the Q.uldk-lilm1!1ks f,ifes hie 0rlglruillV p~@duced ·fsc his 
persG>l!la'I ac®>untlng r.ecerds. 'Fhe Crestview Apartments Reimbursements aeeeunt In his perseMfl :et1:1lak!Deoks 
Indicates Brian was due enly $:t.2,472.BS at the time ·these ft:ll'lcls were transferred, Whleh r,epreseRts an 
0verl!)a:yrnent of $28,422.19. IBy August 20, 2009, the li!st entry In this aceeunt In his Q.ulakboeks fifes, Brial'I had 
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be.en ewer.paid $68)11.43 for Crestvlew,r,.elmb1:1rsemerots. ·B~lan ·has Ao.t pr:evlded aay rreaelpis or;lnvok:es to 
s1:1bsta111tiate these r,eirtibursemen:ts. 
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R&V.ISEll,OPJNIO.N#lOz SHQRJHALL.01t~YMEN:15D.U& 10,DQ.N 
Ttf.tts~sed apir.iionr.epfaees-GplAloJl ftl.ln·.lfl11 lkldea;id1:1m tp;~ertWrtn.~s·Report-dat~ Mat<=h·-wffi~~ W, 
mas. 
BAr.i'is.w.as.~he.r-ted :~ver $181.;,lill!l~ a rnaf·,,me·Hws~~nd' ~ T:r~$t was.~b~ro:~fll $$.,ei~Cil ~Fi a·$7Q@1Qr,J0 ,p.a,yme~t·t.~~1Ved.~lil 
J111ndeM.related ta:thi:! lii!!Jrslr:iJ,li!i.i~e sale. •In adi:litii;in, ·Brian ,r,ieeds ta i!l~Cti!ajAUar ·~h~$21ililil~OcaJih wltihd"r.awal 
ar:id.$98;127 af ether distr-ib1:1te!'dfl!lricds tb~t .are .r:11;1t trac$a'ble ·ltl'the :liJa~k ~c;erds. 
Correct Actual over/(Under) 
Dlstr!!utlon Distribution PSJr!ffl!!Dt 
Don $ 272,714 $ 85,000 $ (187,714) 
FRWHT 118,021 111,403 (6,618) 
RMC 16,695 (16,695) 
Brian 5,000 S,OQO 
WWW 154,500 134;§00 
WACO 161,569 161,569 
RVf 21,900. 21,900 
RCCI 66,000 66,000 
Cash Withdrawal 20,(100 29;'800 
Unknown .981!1.!7 .!SiY! 
Total $ 70i,499 $ 70afi99 $ 
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.NSW,dRINION.#l1-.Pl:JRRQR1iED. GIRS 
BetWfie.i:($.,4,21· ar.i~·$6_.44 lil,iilJioA ef ;ffion'ussets W!:lstr-ar:i.sfer,rrecl fram illlon .ti:'Ji~is ,ernildRer;i 1beiw1?eli\ -l~&9,q.np :21.IDG, 
W~liim.iieft:Jilt,r,i ;fr,i ·a -t~l'l~O!!IS ,f.im,meial Ji)OSi~i!,ll'I, ·Bt-iar:J. lifl:lims:he r,naqe·1ltift.s" ef 1(lio1i!$,8~S§ts·a1ii111i,:1~Jly:~ti~l;i'~ 
m.~xif.mtim,~if.t ta11·e.xah11sion ;fimlt·ur.itil-~eAtsfd ·blm ·t~ :stop,!!fsing,:sa.•lilera daim~ ~lg ~l[>n:p.~t,ove,aa.y ~1~_lf.ts" ·9f.ter 
f.ll~ii~m~~,.~·-~!:l.a.tlir •itl.1L9.8.8. 'li'I addit!GA, [ll(l)r,i ·elatmsihe ,macle1~e-glf.t4iWijlii.img ,t.~~!htie!!.f~fer.a1te .pr-!;i.p,ef.ty'($S·iG96 
mfllior'i:)·Gh'ly :becawse Briar:i misr,epr,eser:ited ·Don's frimtnc-ial ·pasitien. Bt,iaA c!ferni!'!s ,ffa'l$ qli:i·im. 
During an interview on March 5, 2014, Don stated that he and Florence-gave gifts-ta their children and 
grandchildren. in the form of promissory notes, but Don stoppe~ this practice after Florence passed away in July 
1998. Don denied any knowledge of purported gifts to his children after Florence's death. Don claimed Brian never 
discussed the matter with him. 
Brian stated in his December 2013 deposition that: 
1. bon and i=iorence started making gifts in 1979. (111.2s2) 
2. Don gave gifts to Brian and his siblings annually: "the maximum amount allowed by federal law ... without 
Incurring a tax consequence". (111.289-91) Brian also stated that Don gave gifts to RVf Development 
Corporation ("RVf"), which was solely owned by Brian and his siblings, and RVT used the funds 'to remodel 
a mote'I. (l.!i0-S2, IV;47S·482:) 
3. Brian applied Don'-s gifts first to forgive any personal debt, then to the nursing home personal property 
debt, then to the Real Estate Contracts. (111.289-291) 
4. Don told Brian to stop m,aking gifts at some point prior to Don revoking the power of attorney. Brian's not 
sure when Don told him that but Brian stated it would be obvious from the Real Estate Contract 
amortization schedules. (111.292, 294) 
S1.,1mmarv of Don's Purported Gifts to His Children 
lel}ust Greve 
Af.mu,rl· Gift·Ex¢('1:Jslcm 
Anr:i.uail Gi,ft Exclusion 
Tata·! Gifts 1989-20G6 







$ :1M!l96;0.llllll I .. l-
. 1,3~8.;Qlili!l 
1;~80;@(:i).(!) 
$ . 4,!l2i~em $ ·~i4:4'4:~~p 
s a;~s..i1~:aQ. s. 4,t64i~.!3J! 
0nelimitvTwo U,ml-ts:t>on ceuld glftupto twoexsl,1;1sion Hmlts each 
vea,r. When Jl)on was ma ni ed (every year except1989-1991}, 1:1p tci four 
Hmi·ts cqul'd be.gifted eac.h year. 
Trhe $371,01:lCJ ,purported gl·ft tcrRvr ar:id $55,200 to WWW are assumed to 
be l'l'ltluded 1-n thea-nnwal excl1:1sl'(l)ns •. 
Analysis and Assumptions: 
In the bloGks kept by Brian, payments er credits were r,ecorded as glf.ts f.rQm n'lon to !Brian and his siblings, and 
entitles they ewn~d c,r contrc,Jled, frQm 1986 untll at least 2006. '!!his Is !Jased en review mf.: -the amC!lrtlzatlcm 
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sehedi:iles for the ,Real ,!istate e.e.r:itra0.ts, ,tf:ie arnel':tization sef;iedi:lle${er.·(he;pe.r-st!mal :f;lr~pert.,y·t.i:et~s ;for the !J..984 
Rlt!FSiRgf.iqme ·.sal$, Q.wie~bc;,efq; ,f,ife$ .{'.!1!999-20G91} aliltlt~ia'M!!al~lilee safuedi.\les ,fr:i;>m.-ol~eJ a~~e:,~li(tiii!g.:r.e!ler-li!s 
(1990'>i). 'ilihe ~Ider i:laqe1111;itiAg ·r.ect.efd.$., ·thQ~gl% ltit~m..Pi~te, revea:le~,a .P.1:1n~~tted!~i.f.t·~f$f$.;.~~0,to WWW. ·i·n 1993, 
am!l:·Br.iam,te.sfified ,tl:iat=l))er:i alilcl;F.li;iremse '!giff;e'd":£!oise Al))a·tlolii :F.lil~1··€s1te'·Sf.i'afl a'tfld'!liiis siliiJit;p•in i~v.s. :f.lnis, 
RVT·was.r.iet t~e Prily entity qwr:ied:ar asliltr.olJl;!d :byiE}r-iam ar,i:~ :1:i1s sibJililgs ·t~ r,e~eiv1;1 '!iji~s" .ef.,li>bn,.$ a.s~~ts. 
Ben -was ·mat aware ·that I1ie ~l!lpposedly al!liihoi:i~ed 1Jsal'ls aAiil/or;pur.pat-i;eJll ·tCll·:~,s .f;?fi.ilclrelilJ ·RW;, WWW ·or ether 
entities o:lrmed or e(llmtrelle1fliiy•Br.ian ·ancl,litili sibl1r.1~:s af:ter1f.Jsre1:iee's deat'lii. •Ben pi:lli!3'C:>rtedly,gif.ted a total .af 
$318;00Q-to •RVT over six years '{'2©G1"2m06}. 
Two of the gifts to RVTwere $120,0QO per year, which means Don made two gifts to each of the children at the 
maximum limit, which was then $10,000.per person per year. This would be allewable If either Don's spouse gifted 
to each of Don's children, or Don gifted to the spouse of each of his children. Don was married at that time, so 
either would have been possible without triggering tax consequences. In fact, a married couple can make upto 
four times the exclusion limit each year: one from each spouse to each child, and one from each spouse to each of 
the children's spouses. 
Brian stated in his deposition that he recorded gifts from Don in the form of loan forgiveness credits every year 
until Don told him to stop, presumably in 2006 after the last RVT '!gift" was recorded in Don's accounting records. 
Brian did not state how many annual exclusion limits he was applying each year. There is evidence he applied two 
exclusion limits in 2000, 2001, and 2004. He cauld ·have done sa for other years, but I did not identify specific 
referer:1ces to them in the accounting recerds. lilowever, based en Brian's testimany, at least ane, and possibly two, 
gift exclusion limits were met each year from 1989, the year after Florence's death, through at least 2006. 
In 2004, $66,000 was transferred to RCC Investments ("RCCI"), an entity C:>Wned by Brian and his siblings. The 
annual exclusion limit for 2004 was $11,000. $66,000 was transferred to RCCI from the $703,498.92 Don received 
after the 2004 sale of the nursing home (see opinion #10). The accounting records do not specify this is a "gift", but 
it is not recorded as a loan or a loan repayment, and there was no outstanding loan on Don's books with RCCI at 
the time, sa I am treating it as a gif.t in this analysis. 
Based OR Br.Ian's testimelw anlfl accouAtir:lg r,ecerds, whetlaer Don was aware of it er not, Bon P.lilr:portedly gifted 
between $1,1:1:6,000 ead $3,B4B-;t%lG te 'lais .children betweer:i 198f> ~tlae y~ar af.ter ·!iilerenee diecl) and 2006. 1ihe 
·fower end of.the failge t.epres~r.itS ene gif.t-talf exdiJSiC:llJI each yearaaa the UP.per eFia istWG exdusions. 
AdottloRa'!IV, in 2G02"21:llll3, lll.em,gifted 96% sftihe member.ship 1:inits efA'f!NiJ, R-Cta b1s Ghildr.em aftertrai:isf~r.ring 
hisleclilst Greve pr-eperw to ADW, ~LC. When the prQper,ty was seld iA 21lllil6, tbe va'lue efthis.gift·to his chilclren 
was $3,096,000. 
t.imitingthe gif.t:ir.ig analysistC:1 the years Brian acted as Den's agent and attorney in fact (2000to 2006), Don 
purpartedl:y g1iited··aetween $4S6,000 and $1,368,000to his childrem, plas the ADW, lLC memaership ur:iits which 
h~ld the lacust Grove property. 
Impact of Purported Gifts on Don's Finances 
Brla111 testified In bis depesltlen that RVT bought the l!lruee Mstel from 1>0n In ,b01:1t 1993 for 91ss,000 because 
"ll>ad was In need of S<!lme meney''. tl.!li1 aAd IV.47lii') .Hl!lwever, In the same year, lllol'I pwrpartedlyglf.teG! at least 
$SS,100 to WWW, It does not seem r,eassRable that 8sn wauld bsrrow mGAey frem his children ·In order to make 
gifts to them. WNW later loaned maney to l!>on In 1998, 2002 and 21:lC!>S. 
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from ieo.~ t1:12QQSAlW b.er.rewe.c;l.over $400.i,fll.@fil ,fr-em IDcm tQ·•r:emQ_c!l~l':the m.otel, -a A cl ;(l)Qr,i ;In ·11:!tr:i .put11rorted(y 
gi~ec1'":$i'1~;0QC!l t~!~/fl~ A.fl;er-iarJar.i ~nalfujs si.blimis sail a tf:ie me.tel ,fer: ~p.~r,¢>dma.,ely-$·4S.~;80iJ·iiil .1008, ;jR~/lF'lei;jned 
~on '$.4"~iW0Gi~eeil\:l~e l('a~.d·lil!:ieded m~m.ey". -~1V,47v.} '!Jilae emiliifr!11nipaid ,~tin $l5SJ~©~ ,for:tf:ie -mt!!te~ riemer;l(!i~d It 
Wil.h $a)$;.00f/lsi!if1pUr.pantedtlfts·fr0m :lll~n. ,tf:ien :sdlcl ,;t,for $4S€!;C!l0.~. 1'!his',;,edtur-e .c:;:esdJc,,n $MS1omcla:nlil'the 
cni.!4r-~~ ,maaj:! $$l-S.1!!1!;)Q; 
By .the eiild af Zfl~B, ;Bor-i's fifilanctal:pOsitior:i -was ter.iu.01:1s: 
\ 
1. Dor:i ,had pur,portedlv-gif.ted•between $4.21 r.r.iillion a Md $6.44 million to his ehildren. 
2. Dcm swed·Mi; chtldr-en ~nd,grandchildren aP.proximately $220,0QO on promissory notes ·that had been 
established befor,e f.lorence's death. 
3. Don purpori:edly owed $445,000 to RVT, RCC Co-tenants, RCC Co-owners and other entities owned by his 
children. (This Is based on Don's balance sheet as prepared by Brian, though some of this debt may not be 
valid as is noted elsewhere in my reports.) · 
4. Brian had written off at least $158,000 in loans from Don's assets to him, and $15,000 to other family 
members. (Opinion #1) 
s. Do~ hai'.:11:'ieen shorted $44,000 of principal distributions from the Husband's Trust, between $36,000 and 
$80,000 of the distribution from the sale of the Locust Grove property, and almost $190,000 from the 
funds he loaned to the 2004 nursing home sale prior to the sale being finalized. (Opinions #5, 6, 10, 12} 
6. There was a $1,200 per month shortfa·JI between the c~ntractual payments ~n the Real Estate. Contracts 
and the debt servk:e on the Zions note. The monthly nQte .payment wes $11;094, 
7. According-to Don, his two incor.ne,proclucing assets (Access·Mini Storage and Barr,itz Court Apartments) 
had not been properly maintained and some of the apartment tenants were living rent-free. 
8. Carolyn Pavloff did not receive the payments she was due from the Washington Care Services note, most 
of which would have been paid to Don. (Opinion #4.) 
In short, the effect of Don having between $4.21 million and $6.44 million of his assets transferred.to his children 
over 22 years left him in a tenuous financial position. Don denies that ·be approved any gifts after Florence's death 
in 1988 sther than the Locust Greve prC;1perty, and he believes tf:iat was done 1.mder.faise representations by Brian 
(Denrs depssitlaA l,48) 
As addititmal irifor-mation or:testimoi:iy beaomesavailable, ·1 mayfJnd It apprapr-iate to revise or s"'pplement this 
opiRion; and the alila"lyses and eonc:lusicms stati;d herein. J m_ay also be i;allea -apr:,n to p,rovlde testimony with 
r,egard to additional data or r.ecardsancl/or data received fr.em srtestif.ied to by other ~arties and/er their 
wltnesses. 




ln·:Ded~r.atil/ilil··.!~"f:l~euili~f? MaG!f!;n:e ,Im ·Sl!ppsrt ef MCi>tiGA·,for S1,Jmr,i:iary ~l!ldgm.e@t dated-:Setd~er 9; 201-a 
,~~-t~rf'i); 1•t;EI .f;i13 IJoj:1T~ne of f,ieRea1 'Estat-e &ntr.aGts ·ll(~lilhid1 .far-8rilaR,)l!>.el!ig~nciJ (iiehe as.ef-fllae 
d~fal!ilt·ciliat!;! 11r:id as af S~ptiem'b.~r !38, 203:J, 
It:! fanl:latq :i:Git~ ,l·re,11ha'lytecl tl;i~ ;ll1;ia:Fffistate CQ!itFatts l!isi11gJ1 different -set of.~s$Uiillptiielii$ ;b~s~·~ or:i liJ"l:jW 
~~an.tib"ta~ed cilur,mgl~1an~ Ebpe~tial'l 11i Dec~ml,,er illl13,t~~e~~~-ei,l,'lifite ameian~~ •af.tetfln mr 
Declii!rll,tlof.l :fml' pr.inclpal-:payi:,iertts m~de tCD -tihe t-lusbar:u!l's 'Frust after,tme default,cilate and GeAe's ~nver,slor.i fr-am 
~e ~1 6state Cor.11!1'act,ta the perser.ia1 flrCi>petty nate. 
Assumptlans used in October 2013 Declaration: 
1. The beginning balance of the amortization schedules obtained from Brian and Sharon was dated 
December 1, 1994. The beginning balance for each of the defendants was lower than it would have been 
had the terms of the Contracts been adhered to from their Inception. The reason for this discrepancy was 
unk~_r;iwn, so I calculated what the payment would have been as of December 1, 1994 based on the terms 
of the Contracts, as amended. T~is added approximately $110,000 to the balance for each contract. 
2. I analyzed bank and accounting records to determine the date ea<ih of the defendants stopped making 
payments to Don and to the Husband's Trust. I considered both Don and the Husband's Tl'ust to be in 
default after Iii missed payment to #;lither one. 
3. Brian, Do1:1s and Geine eadh Eliverted $!1.«J ta $200 per month from ·1ihe Contraa-t-paymerrt tot-he 
AgreemeAt for Sale Qf,Equlpmer:it (''NH Personal Property Note"·).-1 C!:lld not eor.islder this default. 
4. I used a 360 day year as stipulated in the August 31, 1984 contracts. Brian's schedules-used a 365 day 
year. 
Assumptions used in January 2014Analysis: 
1. I did not accrue interest on the payment shortfall after the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment 
whidh reEIHc.edmC!>FlthJy pa~Rts to $1,64S. . 
2. I asslilmed the extra $110;(!)00 ,paymer:its prior to ·Bec~mber-1, ll994 were valid. 
3. I m.rr.ected the:Oem,mber l01-S nalysls fer principal ~ntsmaEll!t81ilae l:11:1sbanEl's T:f'l:ISt after the 
default date and ·~el:l.~'s lesser dlverslorn f.rom the Rea! ·E~tate €or.itr,act-ta the NH .f.!er:Sollial P.r.op.erty Note. 
lhe CGf;f.eGtiens.r,es1:1lted-ln a 11:1wer l!lal~m!e-fer ~aeh sf the d"efeAda'i'lfs mates: A deer.ease of $112,.152 as 
of s~i,t-ember 30, 2(!)!13, amcl $17,U9 as eftbe default C!late ~ each RBte. 
'Fhe resl:ilts of beth amdyses are asfCilllsws: 
SUMMARY OF REAL ESTATE CONlRACT ANALY.5ES 
Bdan 11>-01i11 G.e.rie :rota I 
!Default Date BS/02/89 08/01/10 S9/8!/IJ9 
Octeber 2El18 Eleelaration• 
As efl,D.efa ult.mate 802,480 871,&4~ 753,1-81 2,427,SO!il 
As eft9./3fJ/1S 1,124,525 1,~.~t~~- 1,542;415 4,780,U& 
Ja·n1:1ary 2014 AnaJysls 
As e'ft)efault·lila-te 2SS,3S& 235,35& 274.;182 745,594 
~ efl!JS/30/UI 511,540 414,415 SY.0,141 1,496,IDS& 
~ ef 82/01/14 551,074 4iJi.442- &14,284 1,611,728 
* As serreeted 
March 11, 2014 _Page 11ef14 
001087
Setond Addenctum ,tp ,E)(p.~:rt-~tm~~ii R~pQrt 
nit~rch 11,'.!l).i:4 · 
Amended $Cihe~1de-B 
·oQeJtmentlist 
1. Ger.iera'I Power of Attormey Ela'tedMay 16, 1988-Bol'I Watkims aP.Fdinted1Br,fim:W'a't!Rir:is as:attorney,ih-
faet ~rad QSE!lilt 
2. G~IJ~Fall?.pw.e.r ofAtt1;1mey·cilated "2004" -·ll)9r,i Watkiins, asMc1n~glii!gMember-efA,B,W., 'l.L:C. 
appointed ,Bt.lan Watikins as atttirney.Jn-fact and agel'\t fB13W01;l4562J 
3. Power of Attorney dated Octeber 24, 2000 -- Don Watkins appointed 'Brian Watkins a·s attorney-In-fact 
and agent 
4. Three Promissory Notes from Don Watkins to the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust dated December 
10, 1997 (Exhibit 73), and Mortgage dated December 10, 1997 securing the Promissory Notes (Exhibit 77), 
and Satisfaction of Mortgage dated September 14, 2000 (D0NW0024925) 
5. Facsimile correspondence from Brian to Allan Bosch dated 10-17-2002 regarding forgiveness of the three 
Promissory Notes from Don Watkins to the Florence R. Watkins Husband's Trust dated December 10, 
1997 (CSGW007547-48) 
6. Last Will and Testament of Florence R. Watkins (CSGW007031) and first Codicil {DGNWOOOO!Sl} 
7. Financial statements and/or tax retums for Don Watkins, Briar,i Watkins, Bsug Watkins, Gene Watkins, 
· BDW Services, Inc., Watkins Contracting Services, RVT Elevelopment Corp., WACO, Inc., WWW trusts, 
ADW, LLC, RCC Investments, RCC Co-tenants, RCC Co-owners, Crestview Apartments, Cattle Inc., Boise 
Aviation Fuel Co., and other entities, ·including but not limited to balance sheets, income statement~, 
statements of cash flow, and trial balance re(:lorts 
8. Financial Statements and tax returns for the Florence R. Watkins Marital Exemption Trust and the 
Florer.u;e R. Watkins Husband's Trust, and various schedules showing the alloeation ef assetstG these 
tr1:1sts· and to lllen 
9. T:r:ial liu1larar::e r.eparts.ap_!!l·financial str,1tet,iaents-for l992thr.e1:1gb i9~8,4ne11:1~ing{ ~GWOP$24e, 
C$G.W@04S$8, CS<3Wli>lil9J1~, t$GW.OG43~!;li ·@SGWiDlll43/ilt C·SGWrw.4i!;l$, ¢.SGW(l.~$;~~. ~GW.lll06152, 
CSGW!1l04'339, C$.~W©P44ii, CSGW~0U219., [$GW001.2SQ, ·6$-G·W!if(\iV2i6, e$5W~0'9'.246, t5GW(il@Y233, 
. r54iWG072S6, ·£SGWlil00!01, €SGW0(1)9!liS6, ·f'$GW1.2'78, €SGW1283 
lO. StatemeAt of Settlement dated At:lg'ust l8, !QO!il6 fot the sa:le of -the locust Grove propElr,ty {Bll>WQ045S7} 
11. Farm itl9 l:faited States Ciiift (and Generation-Skipping transfer) Tax Retur-i:i 2003 signed by ArthurD 
WatkiRs, dated Qletsb~rs, 2004. 
12. Restated Amendment to ·Purchase and Sale Agreement effective A1:1gust 1, 2.006 by A..FJ.W., 1:.il.C. (seller) 
and Jarnarm, ~lC (B1:1yer) (iE>WCill!il253) · 
Ul. Settlement statements,-ledgers and ether dec1:1ments related ta the 1031 exehamge Qf the f.lUrsing home 
preperty·ir,i Seattle, WAfor &1,mtry S1:1uare Sbapping Center (3.0481H8559 West Gver.lal'ltfRoad, Baise, 
10) .(CSGWOOS823 ta CSGWlil05828} 
14. Varil:lus dGcuments r,eililted to the 2004 sale of Restorative care Cemter, a mm;il'lg ·home in Seattle, 
Washington owned by Bri·an, Brlal'l's siblings and ether parties, ·lnoludil'lg eorrespGndence iAvolving·f>ave 
Best: 













·liloe1:1r.aeJ\lt.s ,f;aKed bv f!riao Wetkins-te i.78-969!5 '(BE: ,f.)le faxecl -te ·0ave Best" (GSGW008l84 to 
~$GW.Q0~¢~u!) . 
t!qr,r,~~p..~ti.d~lilee.-s~r,i~ ~Y Pi!l:JI Jtf.f~f~ e.~ :Mhalf:~f-C<!F!iiiv,1:11P,€Jvlr-:,f:f :ta Steve,Ne1g~Ql1!r$ aAAy~µst 
l(;!-1 i~tJ~1tEig~fdim~tlfle;p.ayl'i;'lerrtt!i.;fi'~m .. ar-1an ,tG. ~r.~i)Jt1·:f!1r ·i!IW~s~i.G~(J)f:ll~f!:! :Serqfoe.$ .ijt$,tE;!, 
Sl:lf.f~~i!Jl~!i.dh~!! ~r.n:Cll1:1nts swe,d·t.~ ,R!:1C·l:!o•te1:1al'1tsir-ain ,a if~ase ,r,efated !tQ \~he -111llirslh~J~ome in 
Se.~~I~ {te.$GW~~Gi4, ,to .€$.~.W~&i~§.J 
.-,~,>'--- ··' -.,:.;i1w : •. .. ,, •.. ,:.:· .: .•.. :;;.;: .. ~-- .... · · 1· · ,,- ..... .... ... · '.i••·' ·· · ... f.~.~f~~i'.A 1li),l!i:il~1 •ijiJ!iJ;IP,~r;ey-;!?. :Jl);3y~,pe!lt·lllil~~~·5,f;9• ~~:;{(~q~~_!37,0SS to CSG·vvCil©7Cil6'4) 
S<i.iie~~l~.~$\~oroil~~~aym~l\lis -iNl:if.~fr,ig •fiiem:ie Sa\~((~G~~lliillS~) 
Atr.¢.~r:nein.t!R~gar:~,if,!g ,P.i1$ili!'.1eAt ~f.1!h~E!pteii1Ae.ss '(G.~~w.em4$24•t5GWGG4l80) 
~r.r,e~t,,ell)denGe ibet'wean -ll>av.e ,ilie.st·aFid other parties '{201~ :i)lec; -193498-193.526 - by 
Def~litrllar:it Ii>. il>. Watkins, arnd !9S488) 
L.etter datetl June l9, 2000 from 'Dave Best that was.faxed to George Wadsworth on 6/29/00). 
Exhibit A to First Amer:ided Summary Master Agreement (CSGW006278-6280) 
15. Various documents related to the 1984 sale of the nursing home to each of Don's children and other 
parties by Don and Florence Watkins, and the 2004 sale by RCC Co-tenants: 
a. Agreement for Sale of Equipment and Bill of Sale {CSGW004163 to CSGW004171 
b. Real Estate Contract- Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy, 8-31-84 {D0NW19384, DONW19400, 
DONW19416), Amendmeritto Real Estate Contract, 11-21-97 (BDW10686, BDW10710, 
BDW10705), Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, 12-30-98 (BDW8747, BDW9880, 
BDW8737) . 
c. Amortization Schedules for Real Estate Contracts and the Personal Property Sale from 1984 to 
19941 provided .by Brian after his J.}ecember 2013 depo.sltien 
d. le~edrem the .tr,us~ees ofthe ·Florence R. Watkins H1,1$bamd's Trust to GeAe Watkins dated 
Febr:uary 2; 2011 regarding Gl;!ne's default on lnis Real· Estate Contract (CSGW001366) 
e. Amortization schedules (BDW00160-165, BDW00154-159, B0W00129-135), purportedly 
maintained by Brian 
f. Amortization schedule (el~ctronic copy of Excel file) provided to me by the conservator's 
attorney; purportedly Sharon provided this electronic copy to the conservator on 10-1-12. 
16. Quickbooks files for Don, Access, Barrltz Court Apartments, D Bar W, Brian, BDWSI, Husband's Trust, 
Marital Exemptien Trust, ar-id Crestview Apartments produced by Brian to Steve NeighbC!lrs, Conservator 
17. Pr,amis$C:>ry Nate fir.om Don-to Baise Aviatien F1:1el CC:>. {i013 'Dec-1~3S27-193528 and BDW004152-53) 
18. Quicken repart for Dem's persC:>nal account (WF•4983:) dated 11/"JJJ/2013 
19.. Settlemer.it Statement (estimat-ed) di:lted 11-26-©3 for $140,Q!ll.e lean fr-0m Bank ef America te Don 
2G. SettlE!ril~at Statement datecl 10/S/08 for sale ef property at 2849 East 302§ ·Nerth, Layton, l:JT, and 
related War.roilnty llleerll ar,id Farm 1099S 
21. Settlement Stat~ment dated 3/25/03 for preperty at 2849 East 3025 North, layton, UT for Don and Stella 
as ber-r,ewers and Matthew Summers as Seller, Including Quit Claim ·Deed · 
22. Real Estate Purchase Contraci: dated 8/10/07 for property at 1041 E 3400 N, Layton, UT, including 
addench1ms 
29. Defer:idant Arndli:1 Douglas Watkins' Responses to Plaintlf.f's First Set of interrogaterles ("Doug's 
Response") 
24. Var.lHs documents related to the sale Bruce Motel by Rvr Bevelepment Corporation (CSGW004069 to 
£SGW0040YS) 
March 11, 2014 Page 13of14 
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• 
25. V~~~~~s..d~st1~,-~~~-~-tln.~~r~~f,(!~~~~! {ii~-0V~·1Ji)"Ff)~e~~A;@Mf~,l1~,~-~iilfflltt~-as .6Jlai~lts 
fllur~~t~•s:~:n ~lr.tl"a)I-WaJ11,15~n.~e®ff!l\~r'ilGlES 
. 26, V.arJ~sJ1111ef!Fi;J1;1~ ~-"i"~,i~; l(J@a,tf.1:1$~-as~, ~W('V'Jli.,Wfit11 aelf.Jtl-das 
tW'li!i>'it{·ilfl!!FM,1*i~ fi~iil1:1f--~n w•i;mte~~e-rMd.i . 
21. .Bi[lr:1~ statemei1tt$; ,.11l'!!il~~11,4~~~~~,, d~pp~if;1t~,lip$1 [~aifi'~,~ealilf!l¢Ulttl~f.l~, ~,11(t~~~ij.rit~* at.1d;~llt~~e111· 
~CileJ!l.r.r,rerats·~at.~1ln~~ ~~~tiq• dlfctd!Yery -~l: t~m~illl:$w~~$1i!A -~1~~~@.:~t.l:a·w~.ci~W.ijr,iib 1ir·~~t{!lber-~U, 
lt,ich114i'A~iRE:<Nr,ive~me~;•, :1tG€:·"€,.te.riai.tts,..~J:1r,iJ1¥5,Gl1:!Eire $h~~pl\!IJl$nter:;~~1i~ ~lll~:t._toJil4~1il~I ,~., 
¢r,eswtew :Apar:tmer:1.ts, ~lc;;r.~r,iee ,(l. Wi3·tkias ·14Jfu~aamtJi, ilir,1:1si:, ·Pl!'"r:11111me ·R. Wi!lki"i:1sM13t-itafltxemptlen 
T,i:ust, varlaus WW.W -trusts, RV'l'fi>evelopmeRt Gor-pora1!lcan, SiMOOUlnd & ·l!ivestoo1< 
March 11, 2014 · Page14of14 
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William C. Tharp, Esq. 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058-1863 
541-296-8533 Telephone 
541-296-6421 Facsimile 
ISB No. 3499 
Attorney for BRIAND. WATKINS 
and ROBYNLEE WATKINS 
NO. , ""1,,:::} 
A.M._. 2-· ---_,.~t: f Pl : 
SEP 2 4 ·2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ANNAMARIE MEYER 
DEPUTV 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 










BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the ) 
Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and ) 
KA TIE WATKINS, husband and wife, and ) 
the Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
and, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, ) 
and the Marital Community composed ) 
thereof, ) 
Defendants ) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIAM C. THARP 
IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
I, WILLIAM C. THARP, being on oath depose and say: 
1. I am the attorney of record for Defendants Brian D. Watkins (Brian) and Robynlee 
Watkins in the above entitled case. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the matters 
herein. The testimony in this affidavit is based on my personal knowledge. 
Affidavit W.C. Tharp - Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 1 of 5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
001091
3. Contrary to the presentations of the Plaintiff, Defendants, Brian D. Watkins and 
Robynlee Watkins entered into any contract or agreement between Defendants and Plaintiff in 
good faith. 
4. One of the issues that have arisen in this case, have to do with the Defendant Brian 
D. Watkins' purchase of the Nursing Home contracts. (Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment Declaration Exhibit "A" 1; Exhibit "D" 1; and, Exhibit "G" 1.) 
5. Defendant Brian D. Watkins, along with his brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were 
among a number of parties who purchased an undivided interest in the property from his father 
Arthur Donald (Don) Watkins and his late wife, Florence Watkins, both collectively and as 
undivided Sellers. 
6. According to the Nursing Home contracts, Brian D. Watkins and each of his 
brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were each originally required to make monthly payments of 
$5,590.00 toward the individual purchase price of $611,000.00. (Plaintifrs Motion for 
Summary Judgment Declaration Exhibit "A" 2; Exhibit "B" 2; Exhibit "G" 2.) 
7. After Brian's mother passed away in 1988, her one-half interest in the Nursing Home 
contracts went to a customary trust known as the "Husband's Trust." (Plaintiffs Motion for 
Summary Judgment Declaration, ,r4; Wieland Supplementary Declaration to the Supplement for 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "B.") (Eugene Watkins Deposition, Page 95 ,r 10 
through Page 97 ,r 13.) 
8. The parties submitted the Nursing Home contracts twice, eventually reducing the 
monthly payments to $1,645.00 (Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment Declaration, 
Exhibit "C" 2; Exhibit "F" 2; and, Exhibit "I" 2.) 
Affidavit W.C. Tharp- Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 2 of5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
001092
9. Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robylee Watkins are aware that Denise McClure, 
an expert for Plaintiff has testified that the bank registers and other documents indicate that the 
first monthly payment Brian failed to make under the Nursing Home contract was in May 2009. 
(McClure Declaration in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment, 41'(8 through 41'(9.) 
10. According to Brian D. Watkins deposition, the last time the Defendant made a 
payment on the Nursing Home contract was April 2009. (Brian D. Watkins Deposition, 
Page 239, Lines 19-21.) 
11. Defendant Brian D. Watkins acknowledges that the purchase price of the Nursing 
Home contract is not fully paid for. 
12. Defendant Brian D. Watkins began to work for his father, Arthur Donald (Don) 
Watkins, in August 1984. 
13. Defendant Brian D. Watkins was injured on or about August 28, 1988, while 
working for his father, Don. Subsequently, Brian's father agreed to make certain set payments 
in lieu of the fact that Don did not have workers' compensation coverage. 
14. Defendant Brian D. Watkins failed to make payments on the Nursing Home contract 
for the reason that his father had not paid Brian for the injury he had sustained while working as 
his father's employee. 
15. Any default that may have arisen from the Nursing Home contract has been the 
direct result of Brian's father failing to pay Brian for the on-the-job injuries sustained while 
working as his father's employee. 
Affidavit W.C. Tharp- Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 3 of5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
001093
DATED this 19th day of September 2014 . 
STATE OF OREGON ) 
) 
COUNTY OF WASCO ) 
. Iiam C. Tharp, Esq., ISB # 
Attorney for Defendants Brian D. Watkins 
and Robynlee Watkins 
On this 19th day of September 2014, before me personally appeared WILLIAM C. 
THARP, residing in The Dalles, Oregon 97058; licensed to practice law in both the State of 
Oregon (OSB #733010) and Idaho (ISB #3499) and, signed and attested before me the attached 
AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION 
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT (County of Ada, Idaho, Case #CV OC 0921373). 
-
OFFICIAL STAMP 
C. PAULINE SCHLEUSNER 
NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 926122 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES MARCH 12, 2018 
Notary Public in and for ~Oregon 
My Commission Expires: /..2., :J.L)/cf" 
Affidavit W.C. Tharp - Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 4 of 5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
001094
e 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 19th day of September 2014, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS OPPOSITION 
TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT to be duly mailed, 
postage prepaid, and by e-mail to the following persons: 
Brian D. & Robynlee Watkins B Watkins@centurylink.net 
4 794 Cree Way 
Boise, ID 83709 
Kevin E. Dinius kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Merlyn W. Clark mclark@hawleytroxell.com 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P. 0. Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
J ace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
jrichards@stratgicsos.com 
Edwin G. Schiller egsl@mindspring.com 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHARTERED 
P. 0. Box 21 
Nampa, Idaho 83653-0021 
Affidavit W.C. Tharp - Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 5 of 5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
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William C. Tharp, Esq. 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058-1863 
541-296-8533 Telephone 
541-296-6421 Facsimile 
ISB No. 3499 
Attorney for BRIAN D. WATKINS 
and ROBYNLEE WATKINS 
• ;,~p, ,,.,~--·--·•1tl"l'ilb""'-··-,!5ii!!.if~~-,---------· ltM,------P,M ...... ----
SEP 2 6 2014 
CHAISTOPHlaA p, RICH. Clerk 
0t1 ANNAMARIE MEYER 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 










BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the ) 
Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and ) 
KATIE WATKINS, husband and wife, and ) 
the Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
and, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, ) 
and the Marital Community composed ) 
thereof, ) 
Defendants ) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
AFFIDAVIT OF BRIAND. WATKINS 
IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
I, BRIAND. WATKINS, being on oath depose and say: 
1. I am one of the Defendants in the above entitled case. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and. I am competent to testify truthfully to the matters 
herein. The testimony in this affidavit is based on my personal knowledge. 
Affidavit B. D. Watkins- Support of Opposition to Plaintifrs Motion for Partial Swnmary Judgment Page I of 5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
001096
• 
3. Contrary to the presentations of the Plaintiff, I entered into any contract or agreement 
between myself and Plaintiff in good faith. 
4. One of the issues that have arisen in this case, have to do with my purchase of the 
Nursing Home contracts. (Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of Plaintiff's 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "A" 1; Exhibit "D" 1; and, Exhibit "G" 1.) 
5. I, along with my brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were among a number of parties 
who purchased an undivided interest in the property from our father Arthur Donald (Don) 
Watkins and his late wife, Florence Watkins, both collectively and as undivided Sellers. 
6. According to the Nursing Home contracts, I and each of my brothers, Douglas and 
Eugene, were each originally required to make monthly payments of $5,590.00 toward the 
individual purchase price of $611,000.00. (Declaration of Artliur Donald Watkins in Support 
of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "A" 2; Exhibit "B" 2; 
Exhibit "G" 2.) 
7. After my mother passed away in 1988, her one-half interest in the Nursing Home 
contracts went to a customary trust known as the "Husband's Trust." (Declaration of Arthur 
Donald Watkins in Support of Plaintiff's Motion/or Partial Summary Judgment, &4; Wieland 
Supplementary Declaration to the Supplement for Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, 
Exhibit "B.") (Eugene Watkins Deposition, Page 95 & 10 through Page 97 & 13.) 
8. The parties submitted the Nursing Home contracts twice, eventually reducing the 
monthly payments to $1, 645 .00 (Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of 
Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "C" 2; Exhibit "F" 2; and, 
Exhibit "I" 2.) 
Affidavit B. D. Watkins- Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 2 of 5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
001097
···-·····-·····--··-···------
9. I run aware that Denise McClure, an expert for Plaintiff, has testified that the bank 
registers and other documents indicate that the first monthly payment I failed to make under the 
Nursing Home contract was in May 2009. (McClure Declaration in Support of Motion for 
Smnmary Judgment, &8 through &9.) 
10. As I stated in my deposition, the last time that I made a payment on the Nursing 
Home contract was April 2009. (Brian D. Watkins Deposition, Page 239, Lines 19-21.) 
11. I hereby acknowledge that the purchase price of the Nursing Home contract is not 
fully paid for. 
12. I began to work for my father, Arthur Donald (Don) Watkins, in August 1984. 
13. I was injured on or about August 28, 1988, while working for my father, Don. 
Subsequently, my father agreed to make certain set payments in lieu of the fact that my father did 
not have workers' compensation coverage. 
14. I failed to make payments on the Nursing Home contmct for the reason that my 
father had not paid me for the injury I sustained while working as my father's employee. 
15. Any default that may have arisen from the Nursing Home contract has been the 
direct result of my father failing to pay me for the on-the-job injuries sustained while working as 
my father's employee. 
' DATED this ·.;',( C.-Oay of September 2014. 
' 
"'' .1 \ ... 
I ,a -~; / • -: ,~ .~, -,,.';.:?' 1,' 
.._ ·r·..-./'.·i.· .... .....__ 1~ ... , ,. .:. t.. c.. _ .. t. ... _ 
Brian D. Watkins 
One of the Defendants in the Above 
Referenced Case 
Affidavit B. D. Watkins - Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 3 of 5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
001098






On this~ 0 day of September 2014, before me personally appeared BRIAND. 
WATKINS, residing at~ W. Cree Way, Boise, ID 83709, and, signed and attested before me 
the attachedAFFIDA VIT OF BRIAND. WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS 
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
(County of Ada, Idaho, Case #CV OC 0921373). 
>':~~j~\' \ c~;~~~ 
,,;',..:· .: .. r;;.) 
,-·-.·· / \,( 
# ~"-·~ j., '· • r·\: · .. 
. . . : ~ .. . 
-- .. : .. _ 
Affidavit B. D. Watkins- Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 4 ofS 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 
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.. ' • 
CERTIFICATE OF MAIL1NG 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the~ day of 2014, I caused 
a true and correct copy of the foregoingAFFIDAF1TOF BRIAN WATI(INS JNSUPPORT 
OF DEFENDANTS OPPOSJTJON TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT to be duly mailed, postage ptepa.id, and by e-mailto the following 
persons: 
Brian D. & Robyn.lee Watkins 1t 1~·atki11srtr:centurvli_uk.net 
4794 W. Cree Way 
Boise, ID 83709 
William C. Tharp, Esq. biUctharQl'tZ:mnaiLcom 
mailto:B Watklns@centurylJok.net 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Oalles,OR 97058 
Kevin E. Dinius kdiniustaAdiniuslaw.ctm1 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E.FranklinRoad, Suite 130 
Nampa.Idaho 83687 
Merlyn W. Clark mcla1·ktii'.lha:i.vle".imxeH,corn 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite l 000 
P. 0. Box 1617 
Boise •. Idaho 83701-1617 
JaceA. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
jtichards<Wstratgicsos. com 
Edwin G. Schiller egslf~~mindspring.eom 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHARTERED 
P.O .. Box21 
Nampa, Idaho 83653-0021 
AfficlavitB. D. Watkins-Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's MotionforP.u:tial Summary Judgment Page s.of5 
Ada County, Idaho, Case :No. CV QC 0921373 
001100
William C. Tharp, Esq. 
106 East Fout1h Street 
Second Floor 
• 
The Dalles, OR 97058-1863 
541-296-8533 Telephone 
541-296-6421 Facsimile 
ISB No. 3499 
Attorney for BRIAND. WATKINS 
and ROBYNLEE WATKINS 
.IQ:_ ... ----:pr:::"1LErnD~s~tP,:1"--
A.M.-. ----P,M-----
SEP 2 6 2014 
GHRliTQPHEiA D, RICH, Clerk 
"' 8Y ANNAMARIE ~EYER 
OEPO'fY ' 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 











BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the ) 
Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and ) 
KATIE WATKINS, husband and wife, and ) 
the Marital Community composed thereof; ) 
and, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, ) 
and the Marital Community composed ) 
thereof, ) 
Defendants ) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
AFFIDAVIT OF ROBYNLEE WATKINS 
IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
I, ROBYNLEE WATKINS, being on oath depose and say: 
1. I am one of the Defendants in the above entitled case. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the matters 
herein. The testimony in this affidavit is based on my personal knowledge. 
Affidavit Robynlee Watkins- Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 Page 1 of6 
001101
• 
3. I am the wife of BRIAND. WATKINS (Brian), also a Defendant in the above 
referenced case. 
4. Contrary to the presentations of the Plaintiff, I am aware that Brian entered into any 
contrnct or agreement between himself and Plaintiff in good faith. 
5. I am aware that one of the issues that have arisen in this case, have to do with Brian's 
pmchase of the Nursing Home contracts. (Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support 
of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "A" 1; Exhibit "D" 1; and, 
Exhibit "G" 1.) 
6. I am aware that Brian, along with his brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were among a 
number of parties who purchased an undivided interest in the property from their father Arthur 
Donald (Don) Watkins and his late wife, Florence Watkins, both collectively and as undivided 
Sellers. 
7. I am aware that according to the Nursing Home contracts, Brian and each of his 
brothers, Douglas and Eugene, were originally required to make monthly payments of $5,590.00 
toward the individual purchase price of$611,000.00. (Declaration of Artliur Donald Watkins 
in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "A" 2; Exhibit "B" 2; 
Exhibit "G" 2.) 
8. It is my understanding that after my mother·in-law (Brian's mother) passed away in 
1988, her one-half interest in the Nursing Home contracts went to a customary trust known as the 
"Husband's Trust." (Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of Plaintiff's Motion 
for Partial Summary Ju.dgment, &4; Wieland Supplementary Declaration to the Supplement for 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "B.") (Eugene Watkins Deposition, Page 95 & 10 
through Page 97 & 13.) 
Affidavit Robynlee Watkins - Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 




9. It is my understanding that the parties submitted the Nursing Home contracts twice, 
eventually reducing the monthly payments to $1, 645.00 (Declaration of Artliur Donald 
Watkins in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Exhibit "C" 2; 
Exhibit "F" 2; and, Exhibit ''I" 2.) 
10. I am aware that Denise McClure, an expert for Plaintiff, has testified that the bank 
registers and other documents indicate that the first monthly payment Brian failed to make under 
the Nursing Home contract was in May 2009. (McClure Declaration in Support of Motion for 
Summary Judgment, &8 through &9.) 
11. It is my understanding that Brian stated in his deposition, the last time the he made 
a payment on the Nursing Home contract was April 2009. (Brian D. Watkins Deposition, 
Page 239, Lines 19-21.) 
12. I am aware that the purchase price of the Nursing Home contract is not fully paid 
for. 
13. It is my understanding that Brian began to work for his father, Arthur Donald (Don) 
Watkins, in August 1984. 
14. I am aware that Brian was injured on or about August 28, 1988, while working for 
his father, Don. Subsequently, it is my understanding his father agreed to make certain set 
payments in lieu of the fact that his father did not have workers' compensation coverage. 
15. I am aware Brian and I failed to make payments on the Nursing Home contract for 
the reason that his father had not paid Brian for the injury he sustained while working as his 
father's employee. 
Affidavit Robynlee Watkins - Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 Page 3 of6 
001103
16. I am aware that any default that may have arisen from the Nursing Home contract 
has been the direct result ofmy father-in-law, Don, failing to pay Brian for the on-the-job 
injuries sustained while working as his father's employee . 
. t .:..L 
DATED this><~::;' day of September 2014. ·, 
; 
....... / /· t:-../' ( I/{ , .•... --~ '""~ /,\ ., 
Rol;iynl~ Watkins 
One of the Defendants in the Above 
Referenced Case 
Affidavit Robynlee Watkins~ Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
Ada County, Idaho, Case No. CV OC 0921373 Page 4 of 6 
001104
···········-
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
COUNTYOF ~ ~ 
On thi~ day of September 2014, before me personally appeared 
ROBYNLEE WATKINS, residing at 4794 W. Cree Way, Boise, ID 83709, and, signed and 
attested before me the attachedAFFIDA VIT OF ROBYNLEE WATKINS IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDANTS OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT (County of Ada, Idaho, Case #CV C 0921373). 
Notary PubJic in an e State ofldaho 
My Commission Expires: I -o\ - ).011 
t .• •,• -.. 
. --(-(::, 
Affidavit Robynlee Watkins - Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Swnmary Judgment 




CERTIFlCATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the day of 014, I caused 
a true and cottect copy of the foregoingAFFIDAOVlT OF ROB E WA.Tl{JN'S IN' 
SUPP<JRT OFDEFENDANTSOPPQSJTION TO PLA.INTIFF'SMOTJON FOR PARTIAL 
SUMMA.RY JUDGMENT to be duly mailed> postage prepaid. and by e-mail to the following 
persons: 
Brian D. & Robynlee Watkins b watkins.t,~entunH:nkJ~J 
4794 W. Cree Way 
Boise, IO 83709 
William C. Tharp, Esq. bilktharp@gmail.eom 
mailt_g_;_§_ Watkins@ce11turyiinlu1et 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
Kevin E. Dinius kdiniustdidlniuslaw.ccma 
DINUJS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Roa<!, Suite 13-0 
Nam~. Idaho 83687 
Merlyn W. Clark rnclarkf@haw1evtroxel1.com 
HA WLEYTROXELLENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P, 0, Box 1617 
Boise, Ida.ho 83701,.1617 
lace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 $. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridi~ Idaho 83642 
jrichards@stratgicsos.com 
Edwin 0. Schiller ~I;tn.i11dspri11g.ctm1 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHARTERE6 
P.O.Box21 
Nampa, Idaho 83653-0021 
Affidavit Robyn.lee Watkins - Support of Opposition to Plair;itiff's Motion for Partilil Summary Judgment 
Ada County,Jdaho,Case 'No. CV OC092l373 P~6 of6 
001106
Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
Steve Wieland, ISB No. 8282 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 






Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
• 0. ')...'J... It.fr'~ n u.J ( . ~,1-q (1~ 
-~ 
~ 
NO. k)JaMAl8v1 A.M. ~-!J.MJ _____ _ 
SEP 2 9 201~ 
OHFUSTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
By ANNAMARIE MEYER 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 









BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ~ 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 






BRIAND. WATKINS andROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 
community composed thereof, ) 
) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
ERRATA DECLARATION OF MERLYN 
W. CLARK IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO STRIKE 
THE AFFIDAVIT OF DONALD 
EUGENE WATKINS AND CERTAIN 
STATEMENTS THEREIN AND IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION 
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
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Q. Where was that located? I MR. CLARK; Yeah, I didn't make the 
A 200 South Maple Grove Road. 2 connection. All right. 
Q. Here in Ada County? 3 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) When did the marriage to Wendy 
A. lnBoise. 4 end? 
Q. Did that 11 acres have a name associated with s A. '94, maybe early '95. I don't-
it? 6 Q. When you were working for your dad at Boise 
A No. 7 Aviation, Inc., would you describe what that business 
Q. Okay. B was. 
A Not that I recall, other than "home." That's 9 A. It was a fixed-base operation. 
where we lived. ID Q. Out at the Boise Airport? 
Q. And for how long did you live there? 11 A. Correct. 
A I lived there until I got married in 1969. 12 Q. What were your duties working for your dad? 
Q. So, from the time you moved lo Idaho in '63 13 A. They changed over time, but I was II secretmy, 
to '69 the day you got married, that time frame, you 14 answered phones. I was a refueler. I did accounting 
were working for your dad part of that time at Boise IS for the business and others that my dad owned. 
Aviation, Inc.? 16 Q. And how long did you do those duties at Boise 
A. Yes. 17 Aviation? 
Q. And part of that lime at the nursing home? 18 A. Al Boise Aviation, Inc.? 
A. In the early years, yes. 19 Q. Yeah. 
Q. And part of that time on the farm? 20 A. Approximately 1972. 
A. Yes. 21 Q, Did your brothers work for Boise Aviation, 
Q. Any other jobs that you did for your dad 22 Inc., either one of them? 
during that period of time? 23 A. No. 
A Again, just tasks that he would have that he 24 Q. Let me ask you, put it this way: When did you 
needed done. 2S stop working for your dad? 
Page 23 Fage 25 
Q. Okay. I A. December of 2009. 
A. And I did those things. 2 Q. And at that point in time •• 
Q. Then you got married. Was that to Kathleen? 3 A. OrNovemberof2009. 
A. No. 4 Q. At that point in time were you working for 
Q. So, this is your first marriage, then, in '69? s your dad as a manager of the nursing home over in 
A. Correct. 6 Seattle? 
Q. And what was her name? 7 A. No. 
A. Wendy. 8 Q. What were you doing at that time? 
Q. Do you have any children by her? 9 A. At that time I was working for Crestview 
A. Six. 10 Apartments. 
Q. Of course, they're all of legal age; are they II Q. You were a manager of the apartments at that 
not? 12 time? 
A. They are. 13 A. No, I was fixing problems. 
Q. Can you give me their names? 14 Q. Describe fer me what you mean by "fixin11 
A. Yes. 15 problems." 
Q. Would you, please. 16 A. Then: was a variety of them. There were 
A. Tami, Chris, Heather •• 17 changes In HUD rules and regulations and funding, and 
MR. SCinLLER: I think he already did. Those 18 tenants had to be switched to city reimbursement. There 
ere the children •• 19 was maintenance, major maintenance aod cleaning problems 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Oh, okay. Do you have 20 at the facility. 
children by Kathleen? 21 Q. Were you residing over there at that time? 
A. No. 22 A. From about August to November. 
Q. I'm sony, that's when: I'm confused. 23 Q. Of2009? 
MR. SCHIU.ER: So, he said he got married to 24 A. Yes. 
her in '96. So, they would be minor children if he did. 2S Q. And why did you stop working for your dad, 
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then, at that time? I Q. So, you were putting a roof on the building? 
A. Because you became involved. 2 A. I was doing some stopgap measure on 
Q. Because of the lawsuit? 3 Thanksgiving day because we were supposed to have some 
A. Mm-hmm. Yes. 4 storms and I was rolling out tar paper at the base of 
Q. When you were working for your dad as the 5 where the wall and the roof met. 
problem fixer at Crestview; were you doing any other 6 Q. And you fell off the roof? 
work for your dad simultaneously? 7 A So they tell me. 
A. Not that I recall. I Q. What iqjuries did you receive in that fall? 
Q. Are you able to work now? !I A. A perilymph fistula. 
A. Somewhat 10 Q. Can you spell that for us? 
Q. And help me understand what you mean by 11 A. Pretty much like it sounds, p·a·r-a-1-y-m-p-h 
"somewhat." 12 f-i-s-t-u-1-a, l think. 
A. In 1976 I fell off a building and landed on my 13 Q. What's your understanding of what thal means? 
head. I've had back and neck and hip problems ever 14 A. What that means is I ruptured my middle ear, 
since. IS created a leak in the semicircular canal. 
. . Q. And when you fell off the building, that was 16 Q. And does that still affect you today? 
aftbe Boise Air Service, was il? 17 A. Not noticeably. 
A. That was at Boise Air Service. 18 Q. What other injuries did you receive, if any? 
Q. And you were working for your dad at that 19 A Neck. back, and spinal complications. 
.. time? 20 Q. Did you break any bones? 
A. Nominally, yes. 21 A. Not that they discovered al the lime. 
Q. Help me understand what you mean by 22 Q. Did they discover any later? 
"nominally," why you used that. 23 A. I believe later they found that there were a 
A. He used several different entities to conduct 24 few vertebrae that had been cracked. 
business and different businesses owned different 2S Q. In your back? 
-·-~· 
Page 27 Page 29 
I aspects of operations. · But he was the man behind the -- 1 A. Yeah, as well as actually finding the 
2 pulling the strings. 2 perilymph fistula. The perilymph fistula was not 
3 Q. What entity was paying you for the work you 3 discovered or corrected tu1til 12 years later. 
4 were doing for your dad at that time that you were 4 Q. How long were you in the hospital? 
5 iltjured? ' A. Nine, ten days. 6 A. I believe it was Boise Aviation Fuel Company 6 Q. And then what happened? 
7 or Boise Air Service. 7 A I went home. 
8 Q. So, is Boise Aviation Fuel Company a separate 8 Q. Did you go back to work? 
!I entity from Boise Air Service, or was it? 9 A. No. 
10 A. Boise Air Service is an operating name for 10 Q. Did you ever go back to work at Boise Air 
It Boise Aviation Fuel Company. 11 Service or BAFCO? 
. 12 Q. All right And Boise Aviation Fuel Company is 12 A Yes . 
13 sometimes referred to as BAFCO? 13 Q. When was that? 
14 A. Correct. 14 A Sometime later. I don't recall. It was quite 
IS Q. B-A-F.C-0? 15 awhile. 
16 A. Correct. 16 Q. Something more than a month? 
17 Q. Describe what happened in that accident. 17 A Yes. 
18 A. I was rolling out tar paper and I woke up in 18 Q. Mere than a year? 
19 the hospital. 19 A. It was probably less than a year, but I wasn't 
20 Q. So, you don't remember much about it? 20 at full capacity. 
21 A. . I don't recall a thing. 21 Q. When you went back to work, then, for BAFCO or 
22 Q. You were working on the roofl 21 Boise Ait Service, what were your duties at that time? 
23 A. Correcl 23 A I rao the accounting, bookkeeping office, 
24 Q. Rolling out tar paper? 24 accounts receivable, accounts payable, and did a lot of 
2S A Yes. 2S liaison work with accountants and attorneys. 
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Q. For your dad? I owned it. 
A. For him and tor Boise Aviation -- or Boise 2 Q. Do you recall when that happened? 
Aviation Fuel Company and a couple of other of his 3 A. Late 1970's. 
entities. 4 Q. Sometime after your accident? 
Q. What other of his entities were you working as s A.Yeah. 
the accountant or booklcceper or office - would they be 6 Q. And what other business entities did he own at 
office manager? 7 that point in time? 
A. Their natures varied. One had a lot of 8 A. Garden City Storage and Leasing. 
employees and activities. Others had no employees. !I Q. And did you perform work for that entity? 
Q. Help me understand, then.·. What various 10 A. l was a president oftbal company. 
entities were you working for during that period of 11 Q. And for how long did you serve as president of 
time? 12 that company? 
A. WACO, Inc. 13 A. Until it was dissolved. 
Q. W-A-C-0? 14 Q. And when was that? 
A. W-A-C-0. IS A. I don't recall. 
Q. And what was that? 16 Q. Does your dad still have any interest in that 
A. That was the real estate holding company 17 that you're aware off 
basically. 18 A. Well, he was the owner. 
Q. Did that have employees? Ill Q. What happened with that business? 
A. No. 20 A. It sold its assets arul quit doing business. 
Q. What real estate work did WACO own? 21 Q. And do you recall about when that occurred? 
A. It owned the leases on the buildings at the 22 A. 1985 maybe. It might be 1986. 
airport. 23. Q. Allrighl 
Q. The buildings that were occupied by Boise Air 24 A. Maybe later than tbal 
Service? 25 Q. So, you were doing work for BAFCO, you were 
, Page ll .. · Paga 33 
A. Correct. l doing work for Garden City Storage and you served as 
Q. Did it have any other real estate holdings? 2 president. Any other entities thal you were working for 
A. At various times. 3 or perfonning services for following your accident? 
Q. Do you recall what those were? 4 A. No, other than 1 did other odd jobs for my 
A. One ended up being a subdivision in Umatilla, 5 dad. When he was building another hangar I did all of 
Oregon. 6 the painting and other odds and ends dealing with 
Q. Any others? 7 construction, operation, arul coordination. 
A. Not that I remember. B Q. During this period of time that you were 
Q. So, at this point in time, and by "this point !I working for your dad in '76, were you going to school 
in lime" I mean during the period of time you were ID during that period of time al BSU? 
working for your dad following your 1976 injury, you II A. No. 
were working providing him business and accounting 12 Q. Were you finished at BSU at that point in 
services for Boise Air Service or BAFCO? 13 time? 
A. Again, it was through the entities. He didn't 14 A. Yes. 
pay me. 15 Q. When did you start working for your dad at the 
Q. Oh, he didn't pay you? 16 apartments In Seattle, Crestview Apartments? 
A. No. 17 A. The very first lime, probably early '70's. 
Q. The entities paid you? 18 Q. Were you doing work for Crestview at the time 
A; Right. 19 that you were irtjured in '76'1 
Q. But your dad owned the entities; did he not? 20 A. It was on an intermittent basis at that 
A. He did. Well, mostly. 21 period. 
Q. All righl.· Help me understand which ones he 22 Q. Your dad built Crestview; did he not? 
owned end which ones he owned mostly. 2l A. That is correct. 
A. He started off owning Boise Aviation Fuel 24 Q. Were you involved in that, helping him build 
Company. He gifted that to his children. So, they 2S that unit? 
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A No. 1 Q. Was there something other than that? 
Q. When did you become the problem solver for 2 A. No, that was mostly the form that those jobs 
Crestview? 3 took. 
A. Which set of problems? 4 Q. ls it fair to say you were pretty much on call 
Q. Well, I osked you if you were a manager al s for your dad during that period of time? 
Crestview and you said no, you were the problem solver. 6 A. Yes. 
A. Correct. 7 Q. And part of that included helping him with 
Q. So, when did you assume that role at 8 Crestview in the early '70's? · 
Crestview? 9 A. Yes. 
A. That role when I was the problem solver in 10 Q. Did you continue to work -- when you were 
2009? 11 working for Crestview, were you paid by Crestview? 
Q. Yes. 12. A. Not until 1996 or '97. 
A. Probably starting from various degrees of 13 Q. Who was paying you prior to '96 or '97? 
involvement in June up to when it ended. 14 A. My dad. 
Q. In June of2009? IS Q. So, it was just coming straight from your dad? 
A Yeah. 16 A. Correct. 
Q. So, as I understand it, you were working for 17 Q. So, then. in '96, '97, you were being paid by 
your dad on the building at Boise Air Service, which was 18 Crestview. Are you still being paid by your dad 
owned by BAFCO, when you fell off the roof and were 19 anything? 
injured in 1976. 20 A. No. 
A. Yes. 21 Q. Are you being paid by anyone else? 
Q. After that, then you came back and continued 22 A. No. 
working for your dad at BAFCO, but you -- after it was 23 Q. During this period of time that you were 
gifted to the children in the late '70's, did you 24 working for your dad. and by "this period of time" I 
continue to work for BAFCO? 25 mean. let's go back to -- let's go back to the time of 
Page 35 Page 37 
A. Yes. I 1963 when your dad moved lo Idaho and you moved to Idaho 
Q. And you were working also at Garden City 2 and you were working for your dad. Were you working for 
Storage until your dad sold thal in '85 or '867 3 anybody or any entity not owned or controlled by your 
A. Yes. 4 dad? 
Q. And then you did oddjobs for your dad in s A. Only for a month or two periad cf time. 
addition to all that? 6 Q. And what wauld that have been? 
A. During that interim period of time. 7 A. I was a bus driver. 
Q. Okay. 8 Q. When was thal? 
A. Such as surveying and other of his interests 9 A. 1968, 1969. 
that weren't necessarily in entities. 10 Q. Would thal have been in the Boise bus line 
Q. So, some of the jobs that you did for your dad II service or·· 
you did for your dad could we say as, what, a sole 12 A. That was one of the school bus companies. 
proprietor'l 13 Q. Was there any other, maybe I should say 
A. Yeah. Yes. 14 outside of your dad type employment? 
Q. He was the sole owner and didn't have a IS A. No. 
separate entity? 16 Q. At any time until 20097 
A. Correct 17 A. No. 
Q. What other jobs between that period of time 18 Q. Can you tell me what RSQ, LLC, is? 
following your iajury when you were working at BAFCO, 19 A. Yes. 
Garden City, and oddjobs, what was the next line of 20 Q. What is It? 
employment that you had for yoW' dad? 2.1 A It is an LLC that I started a few years ago. 
A Other than ongoing as-asked request jobs that 22 Q. And what does It do? 
he wanted done? 23 A. It provides help and aid lo those that I deem 
Q. Yes. 24 need help and aid. 
A. Something other than that? 2.5 Q. What kind of services does it provide? 
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A. It's currently registered but not functioning. l things there. I took care ofit and consulted with the 
It never did function. 2 employees that were doing the work to get the jobs done, 
Q. And that's spelled T-e-a-m 3 and W? 3 and other professionals as needed. 
A. Mm-hmm. 4 Q. And as I understand it, you were actually over 
Q. LLC? s there onsit1= from August until November or December of 
A. Yes. 6 2009? 
Q. For what purpose was that formed? 7 A. For most of that period of time, yes. 
A. To do a business venture project that we had 8 Q. All right. Prior to August of 2009 were you 
envisioned. And it didn't pan out, it didn't 9 onsile? 
materialize. IO A. Several times. 
Q. Is it doing anything else other than that? II Q. So, you were living here in Boise? 
A. No. 12 A. Yes. 
Q. Is it dormant? 13 Q. And you would !ravel over there? 
A. Yeah, it never started. It exists in name 14 A. Yes. 
only. lS Q. For what period of time-· let me back up. 
Q. Does Mike Watkins have anything to do with 16 Prior to August of 2009 what services were you providing 
that organization? 17 to Crestview Apartments then? 
A. He was one of the three members of the LLC. 18 A. Consulting and management information as 
Q. Who were the three members of the LLC? 19 needed. 
A. Myself and Eric Waite. 20 Q. And were you being paid for providing those 
Q. And Mtlce? 21 services? 
A. Pardon me? 22 A. Yes. 
Q. AndMike? 23 Q. And what were you being paid? 
A. Myself, Mike, and Eric Waite. 24 A. From Crestview I was being paid I believe 
Q. Whal was the project that you perceived you 2S $1,978 a month. 
Page 47 Page 49 
were plaruting to do that didn't come about? I Q. And you were being pa.id about $1,2()0 from 
A. That was some real estate information and 2 someone else? 
ideas there as a possible way of making money. 3 A. Correct. 
Q. Do you have any other entities that you were 4 Q. And who was that? 
working with cir through or for? s A. That was my dad. 
A. No. 6 Q. Who set that salary or that compensation? 
Q. After your tennination in 2009 did you do any 7 A. Mydad. 
other work or any more work for your dad or for any of 8 Q. Do you recall when that was done? 
his entities? 9 A. About 1998 was when it took that form. 
A. Not that I'm aware of. IO Q. Help me understand. How did that come about? 
Q. Did you do any work for the trust? 11 A. In 1993 after I was burned in a fire, my 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 12 brother Brian came by and said my dad wanted to •• 
Q. You're still a member of the·· still a 13 because I wasn't able to work because of the bums and 
co-trustee; are you not? 14 stuff and my bo~e had burned, that he wanted to provide 
A. I presume so. IS some assistance and some compensation. That was 
Q. During the time that you were working at 16 established at $3,000 a month. 
Crestview Apartments, who did you take directions from? 17 Q. Okay. 
Anyone? 18 A. That continued lllltil about 1998. In about 
A. It depended upon the nature of what the work 19 1996 when full conveyance and transfer of - from the 
was. 20 estate, my mother's estate, to the trustees, which 
Q. Help me understand what you mean by that. 21 provided then an opportunity, because I had the --1 had 
A. Well, I was in contact with George and Jay 22 taken the management courses and the credentials, we 
occasionally, but mostly George, and advised of what was 23 were able to self-manage, which allowed us to get paid 
going on, what the status was, what was found, what 24 for doing the managing, which had not been possible or 
needed to be done on the day-to-day operation of doing 2S wasn't done before. My dad didn't bother to do that. 
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And that's what resulted in the $1,978. And it varied a 1 Q. For how long were you unable to work because 
little bit depending upon HUD's compensation 2 of that injury? 
calculations. As circumstances changed, it could be 3 A. Oh, I came back on doing somewhat part-time 
modified. 4 type stuff but really didn't start back to work probably 
Q. Were most of the $1,200 payments coming from s till '95. 
Access's checking account? 6 Q. So, as I understand it, then, because of the 
A I don't know. Not at that time. 7 fire, when you were unable to work, that's when your dad 
Q. Do you recall where the checks were coming R said that he wanted to help you and he started paying 
from? 9 you the $3,000 a month? 
A. Well, actually·· no. 10 A. I started receiving $3,000 a month. 
Q. During that period of time did your dad own 11 Q. All right. And that continued for how long? 
Access Mini-Storage in Nampa? 12 A. It changed forms several times, but that 
A. I don't recall when he purchased Access. 13 continued till sometime in 2009. 
Q. And that Access is spelled A-c-c-e-s-s M-i-n-i 14 Q. Did that payment stop when your employment for 
Storage? IS Crestview stopped? 
A. I believe so. 16 A. Which type of employment and what time period 
Q. That's three words. Crestview is 17 are you referring to? 
C-r-e-s-t-v-i-e-w? 18 Q. Well, in 2009 when you were terminated as the 
A. Yes, that's correct. 19 problem solver at Crestview, were you still getting •• 
Q. I do that for the Reporter so we can -- they 20 A. It was stopped by then, yes. 
like to make sure they've got things spelled right. 21 Q. Okay, before then? 
MR. CLARK: It's 10:40. Why don't we take a 22 A. Possibly. I don'lrecall. 
little break and give the Reporter a break and give Gene 23 Q. But about that time in 2009? 
a break. 24 A. Probably. 
MR. THARP: That's fme with me. 2S Q. All right. So, is it fair to say that 
Page Sl Page S3 
MR. CLARK: Okay. About ten minutes? I between '98 and 2009 is when you were receiving that 
MR. THARP: Sure. 2 $3,000 a month in one fonn or another? 
MR. CLARK: Okay. l A. No, it started in probably 1993. 
(Recess held.) 4 Q. Okay, '93 to 2009? 
MR. CLARK: Back on the record. 5 A Yes. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Sir, you're still under oath. 6 Q. We have the records ofit. So, I'm just 
A. Okay. I did remember Erv's last name. 7 asking for your best recollection. We can dig those out 
Q. Thankyou. R if we need it. 
A It's Urbaniak. 9 Let me ask you this: When you fell off the 
Q. Can you spell it for us? 10 roof working at the airport, or at Boise Aviation, did 
A. U-r-b·a-n•i•a-k. II you file a Workmen's Comp claim at that time? 
Q. Thank you. And that's the individual that you 12 A. I did. 
understood to be serving as manager? ll Q. And what became of that? 
A. Yeah, that was the onsite manager. 14 A. Thatjoke? 
Q. Onsite? Okay. Before we took the break you 15 Q. Pardon? 
testified that you were burned in a fire in 1993? 16 A. Thatjoke? 
A. Correct. 17 Q. Thatjoke? J-o·k-e? 
Q. Can you describe that for us. What occurred? 18 A. J-o-k-e. 
A. I was putting out a fire that inadvertently 19 Q. Explain why you described it that way. 
started when my son was cleaning some parts. And at 20 A. You don't want me to get going on the State of 
that point in time that I was about ready to smother it 21 Idaho's fraud it perpetuates on its employees. 
with a towel, a canisterofWD-40 blew up in my face and 22 Q. Okay, I understand your attitude about that, 
hands and I went to the hospital. 23 but what happened when you filed a compensation claim? 
Q. Was lhatjob related in any way? 24 A. It was determined that it would be best for me 
A. No. ZS to file the claim as an employee of Boise Air Service. 
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And lhat processed through and they developed an l from Boise Air Services? 
impairment rating and paid some of the legal - or the 2 A. Yes. 
medical costs of my injuries. 3 Q. So, help me understand the relationship 
Q. And then for how long were you paid 4 between Boise Aviation, Inc., BAFCO, d/b/a Boise Air 
compensation under the Workers' Comp? s Services. 
A. I decided to go with a lump sum settlement. 6 A. Okay. Back in aboul 1964 or 1965 when my dad 
Q. So, you settled it out? 7 acquired the operation of Boise Air Service, he formed a 
A. Yeah. 8 corporatioo called Boise Aviation, Inc. 
Q. Do you recall when that was roughly? 9 Q. Okay. 
A. Ob, probably by '76, '77. ID A. And it ran -- and I can't remember at what 
Q. Okay. 11 point in time WACO came along and separated the physical 
A. '77. Because it happened Thanksgiving day, 12 asset •• the building and leases from the day-to-day 
1976. 13 operating assets and operations. And then over !he 
Q. I think I'm getting confused between Boise Air 14 yea.rs Garden City changed from what it was doing to 
Service -· is it Boise Air Service, Inc.? IS owning and leasing aircraft to Boise Air Service. 
A. No. 16 Q. So, Boise Aviation, Inc., was operating 
Q. No? Okay. •• ond BAFCO. 17 airplanes at that time? 
A. BAFCO operated under the assumed name of Boise 18 A. Boise Aviation, Inc., in the early years from 
Air Service. 19 1960 to about 1973 -- or maybe actually 19 -- no, 
Q. So, they were not separate entities? 20 probably -- I don't remember quite just how it went, 
A. No. 21 but -- okay, I think I remember a little bit more now. 
Q. All right. Was there any other entity other 22 Boise Aviation, Inc., was sold lo a Robert G. Mclellan 
than BAFCO that operated Boise Air Service or that your 23 and his group, or I don't know how he had that. 
dad had at the airport? 24 Ultimately my dad repossessed that business and the 
A. The organizational nature was Garden City 2S name. Rather than continuing that as an operating 
Page 55 l'age 51 
Storage and Leasing owned the airplanes, a lot of the I company, I believe we started with Boise Aviation Fuel 
airplanes that Boise Air Service used in its operations. 2 Company. 
And WACO owned the leases with the city and rented them 3 Q. Okay. 
the buildings and the premises that they operated on. 4 A. And somewhere along in there there was Boise 
Q. Okay. s Aviation, Inc., had a pilot that flew the wrong way up a 
A. That Boise Air Service operated on. 6 canyon, killed a bunch of people. No, I talce that back, 
Q. And Boise Air Service is owned by BAFCO? 7 that wasn't quite that way. No, wait, we sold the 
A. It was •• Boise Air Service is an operating 8 operation to McLellan. When we got it back, then they 
name ofBAFCO. 9 operated under the name of Boise - it's just too long 
Q. Okay. And BAFCO, the stock in BAFCO was 10 ago. 
gifted to you and your siblings? 11 Q. I understand. 
A. Correct. 12 A I don't remember all of the details. Anyway, 
Q. And then what happened to that stock? Do you 13 Boise Aviation, basically Boise Aviation, Inc., ended 
still own it? 14 operations. Boise Air Service picked up and ccntinued. 
A. Yes. IS Q. And that was under BAFCO? 
Q. Do you know whether your siblings still own 16 A. Under BAFCO. 
it? 17 Q. And then your siblings and you still own 
A. As tar as I know. 18 BAFCO? 
Q. Is BAFCO an operating entity at all? 19 A Yeah. 
A. No. 20 Q. But do they still own the air service? 
Q. For whal pwposc: is it maintained; do you 21 A No. No, no, that was sold in 1983. 
know? 22 Q. Does BAFCO have any assets? 
A At this point in ti.me I don't know if it's 23 A I'm not sure. 
even maintained. 24 Q. Help me understand what you mean. You're an 
Q. Is Boise Aviation, Inc., a separate entity 2~ ownerofit? 
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being his manager and took care of everything for him. I could not do something for as long as he could to do it, 
Q. CWl you recall when that started, that 2 that's bow long he took to do it. There are other 
process? 3 references to this payment in other legal documents that 
A. (Witness shaking head.) 4 I've seen where he himself references that end 
Q. Okay. s represents that. And this just kind of fonnal izes what 
MR. SCHILLER: You need to answer audibly. 6 bad been my understanding all along. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) "Yes" or "no," please. 7 Q. When you say you've seen references in other 
A. I don't know. 8 documents, what other documents are you referring to'? 
MR. CLARK: Let me mark Exhibit No. 2. 9 A. Some of his divorce papers with Stella - I'm 
(Exhibit 2 marked.) 10 sorry, with Leila. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Have you had a chance to look 11 Q. You actually signed an affidavit in that 
at Exhibit No. 2? 12 proceeding; did you not? 
A. Yeah, briefly. 13 A. I did. 
Q. I've handed you a document that's labeled 14 Q. And we'll get to that in a minute. Is it your 
"Compensation Agreement" and is "dated the 2nd day of 15 understanding that your dad in 1993 intended to give you 
March, 2009, entered into between Arthur Donald Watkins 16 $3,000 per month for the rest of your life? 
(payor) and Donald Eugene Watkins, (payee)." Do you 17 A. Oh, I don't recall back, what my thoughts were 
recall seeing this agreement before? I& back al that point in time. 
A. Yes. 19 Q. No, I'm asking what your dad's thoughts were. 
Q. Do you recall when it was that you first saw 20 A. I have no idea what my dad's thoughts were. 
it? 21 Q. Do you know whether your dad intended that 
A. Sometime after March of 2009. 22 upon your death your wife would be paid $3,000 a month 
Q. Do you know how this document came ioto 23 for the rest of her life? 
existence? 24 A. I don'l know what my dad's thoughts were. 
A. Well, partially this represented my 25 Q. In this lawsuit, thal's the reason we're here; 
Page 63 !"age ES 
understanding of what my dad was doing for me in 1993. I right? There's a lawsuit pending where your dad has 
It just took a long time, as usual, for any paperwork to 2 sued you. And your dad is claiming that he did not 
get done. 3 authorize this particular compensation agreement; isn't 
Q. Do you know why there was such a long gap 4 that correct? 
between 1993 and the creation of this document in 2009? 5 A. Thal's probably what its •• 
A. Other than just nom1al operating procedure. 6 Q. I'm just saying that's what he's alleging. 
Q. No specific reason for it? 7 A. Yeah. 
A. No, nothing in particular. 8 Q. You did not make a claim asking that your dad 
Q. Do you know whether your·· did you ever 9 be required to enforce this agreement; did you? 
discuss this agreement with your dad? 10 A. I have not, no. 
A. No. II Q. And why not? 
Q. Did you ever discuss this agreement with 12 A. At this point in time I didn't think it would 
anyone else? 13 do any good. 
A. This particular written document? 14 Q. Arc you waiving any right. any claim to it? 
Q. Yes. 1, A. No. 
A. No. 16 Q. I mean, it's not your intent to just give it 
Q. Did you ever discuss this document with Brian? 17 up and walk away from it? 
A. Not that I recall. 18 A. That is conect. 
Q. Do you know whether your dad actually approved 19 Q. All right. Do you intend to make a claim for 
of Brian signing this document on behalf of your dad? 20 it or do you know at this point? 
A. I don't know. 21 A. I don't know at this point. 
Q. What is your understanding of this agreement? 22 Q. Okay. 
A. Again, this kind of formulated -· or formally 23 (Exhibit 3 marked) 
represents what I had been receiving since 1993. 24 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You have been handed what 
Paperwork was never my dad's strong suit. And ifhe 25 appears to be an "Affidavit of Donald Eugene Watkins, In 
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The Second Judicial District Court of Davis County, I Q. Do you recall where you were at the time you 
Farmington Department, State of Utah." And it's in the 2 signed it? 
matter of"Leila Pauline Watkins, Petitioner vs. Arthur 3 A. I was probably here in Boise. 
Donald Watkins, Respondent"; is that correct? 4 Q. Paragraph 3, it states: "As a result of the 
A. Yes. s iqjuries, your affiant was left with limited motion of 
Q. Do you recall this document? 6 the neck and back, and the right hemisphere of the head, 
A. I do roughly, yes. 7 face and neck were numb along with several fingers." 
Q. Do you recall signing this document? 8 Did I read that correctly? 
A. I don't. but I see my signature there. 9 A. You did. 
Q. And it's dated May 29, 1998; is that correct? 10 Q. Were those -- is that accurate? Is that 
A. That's correct. II statement accurate? 
Q. You've made reference to a document in your 12 A. That was-· that's an accurate statement. 
dad's divorce. Would this be the document you were 13 Q. And in paragraph 4 it states: "Your affient 
thinking of? 14 has seen some improvement since receiving the iajuries, 
A. That would be the document. IS but the resultant side effects and problems remain and 
Q. At paragraph 2 of the document it states: "On 16 reoccur today and there is no prognosis for any change." 
November 25, 1976, while working for the respondent, 17 Did I read that correctly? 
your affiant fell from the hangar roof and suffered a IR A. Yeah. 
brain concussion, cracked vertebrae in the neck and 19 Q. Is that an accurate statement? 
back." 20 A. That is a true and accurate stntement. 
Did I read that correctly? 21 Q. And paragraph 5 states: "Since the irtjury, 
A. Yes. 22 your affiant has been unable to perform the original 
Q. Is that an accurate statement? 23 duties associated with his work for the respondent." 
A. As far as it goes. 24 Did I read that correctly? 
Q. And you testified that you had also had some 2S A. Yeah. 
Page 67 Page fi9 
impairment in your ears or your hearing; is that I Q. And was that accurate at that time? 
correct? 2 A. Well, at the time of the signing? 
A. Well, it wasn't impainnent to hearing, it was 3 Q. Yes, in 1998. 
a perilymph fistula. It was a rupture in one of the 4 A. In 1998? To some degree. And again, it 
semicircular canals which affects equilibrium and s varies. 
creates vertigo, makes you like seasick, nauseous. When 6 Q. Help me understand what you mean by that. 
you turn your head, it keeps spinning. 7 What varies? 
Q. And as I understand your prior testimony, you 8 A. Oh, some of the side effects and the 
did not know of the existence of this part of your 9 impactment -- the impairment, how it impacts me. 
injury when you signed this affidavit; is that accurate? 10 Q. Was it still impairing you in 1998? 
A. No, I did know about it by 1998. Well, let's II A. Yes. 
see. When was that? Let's see, what date was this 12 Q. And you state: "Beginning in 1988, your 
signed? Well, the date when this was signed was •• when 13 afliant was paid $3,000 per month for the injuries 
was it signed? · Actually, that's correct, I did not 14 received while working for the respondent." 
know. 15 Did I read that correctly? 
Q. The date on it •• 16 A. Youdid. 
A. Oh, dated May 29, 1998. By that date, yes, 1 17 Q. Was that an accurate statement? 
did know. 18 A. As far as I know. I don't have the detail. I 
Q. How did this document come about; do you l!l don't recall. I don't recall exactly when that started, 
recall? 20 and how and in what form that may have taken or how it 
A. It was given to me. 1 don't remember who gave 21 was calculated because I didn't do the disbursings. It 
it to me. 22 was not -- I do not believe It was a $3,000 a month 
Q. Somebody else wrote it and gave it to you and 23 payment in that form. Usually it was done in lump sums 
asked you to sign It? 24 depending on cash flow. 
A. Yes. 25 Q. And help me understand something. I thought 
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you testified that in 1993 you were burned in a fm:. I Q. Okay. 
A. Yeah. 2 A. So, then he was only having to pay the Sl,100 
Q. And then after that your dad started making 3 and -· the difference, and from time to time that 
payments to you ofSJ,000 a month. 4 changed. When Crestview didn't have the money, then my 
A. Started making monthly payments rather than s dad paid the $3,000. 
periodic payments of amounts for whatever. And I don't 6 Q. Okay. 
remember all of the details, when those were received, 7 A. So, this basically really was a distribution 
how they were received, what they were necessarily 8 out to my dad each month for the $1,879 and he 
represented for or if they even were. 9 covered -· he didn't have to pay that much of the 
Q. So, when you say "payments," monthly payments 10 $3,000. It was just a way of funding. 
started in 1998 -- or in 1993, I mean, after the fire? II Q. But during this period of time in 1997, then, 
A. Correct. 12 1998, were you managing the Crestview Apartments? 
Q. Before that there were payments but not 13 A. I believe so. 
monlbly7 14 Q. And you were being paid Sl,879 per month to do 
A. But not monthly. IS that? 
Q. And as I understand it, for the injury of the 16 A. Yes. 
fall off the roof you made a Workers' Comp claim? 17 Q. How long did that last? 
A. Correct. 18 A. For quite a while. 
Q. And you settled that for a hunp sum? 19 Q. What do you mean by "quite a while'"! 
A. Yeah. 20 A. Oh, I think maybe into 2009. 
Q. Then you state in paragraph 7: "In 1997 your 21 Q. So, from sometime in 1997 Wltil 2009 were you 
affiant was given the opportunity to manage the 22 getting two separate checks totaling $3,000 a month? 
Crestview Apartments, which are owned by the Florence R. 2) A. Usually. 
Walkins Trust. Your affiant receives $1,879 per month 24 Q. And part of it was coming from the Crestview 
lo perform the duties as manager, and $1,121 continues 2S Apartments? 
Page 71 Page 73 
to be paid to your affiant by the respondent." I A. Yes. 
Did I read that correctly? 2 Q. $1,879? 
A. Yes. 3 A. Thal amount varied depending upon a variety of 
Q. Those two amounts -- let me ask this question 4 HUD calculations. That number did change. 
first: At the· time this statement was made, was it s Q. Okay, HUD regulated the amowtt of money that 
accurate? 6 the apartments could pay for management services; did ii 
A. Yeah, I believe so. 7 not? 
Q. Those two amounts total $3,000; do they not? 8 A. Yes. 
A. They do. 9 Q. So that their ability lo pay lhat amount would 
Q. Is that the same $3,000 that you are referring 10 be capped by HUD? Is that a way to characterize it? 
to in paragraph 6? II A. Yeah. 
A. I believe that to be the same $3,000 that is 12 Q. And so, the difference, then, between what HUD 
referred to in paragraph 6. 13 would allow you to be paid and the $3,000 would be made 
Q. And then in paragraph 8 you state in your 14 up by your dad? 
affidavit: "Your affiant considers it an obligation on 15 A. Well, I viewed It a little bit differently. 
the part of the respondent to pay said $1,121 per month 16 Q. Okay, explain to me how you widerstood it. 
to your affiant. Sltid money is not a gift." 17 A. Well, I already did. I viewed it as my dad 
Did I read that correctly? 18 was taking the •• effectively taking the amowit that was 
A. That's correct. 19 allowed to be paid from Crestview, because it wasn't 
Q. Was that accurate at the time you made that 20 till like 1997 that that amowit was able to be paid. 
statement? 21 I'm not •• sony, not 1997 - yeah, 1997 that that 
A. No. 22 amowit was able to be paid. In the meantime he bad been 
Q. And why? How is it inaccurate? 23 paying the $3,000. 
A. Well, at that point in time Crestview was 24 There wasn't anything saying·· so, originally 
paying for my dad's $3,000, the $1,718.79. 25 it came out when that was allowed I was getting paid the 
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amount that HUD allowed for payment for self-management, I A. Some of the time it was Crestview. Some of 
and the $3,000 from my dad for a short period of time. 2 the time it was my brother Brian when he took over the 
The report that I got was my dad had a 3 oversight of Crestview in I think late -- late 1988 
hemorrhage over that and took it away. So, effectively 4 or 1989. I don't remember when that was exactly. 
he was getting the money by not having to pay me. s Q. So. there was a period of time, then, when 
Q. When you say your dad "had a hemorrhage over 6 Brian took over the oversight of the Crestview 
ii," that was the report? 7 Apartments? 
A. Yes. I A. That is correct. 
Q. The report from whom? 9 Q. In 1988 or '89? 
A. I think Brian Ill A. Yes. 
Q. You were iqjured the first time in 1976 when II Q. How did that come about? 
you fell ofTthe roof; correct? 12 A. I wasn't present. I •• there was some meelinJ! 
A. Correcl 13 that my dad called. 
Q. And then you were bumed in 19937 14 Q. Okay. 
A. Yes. lS A. I wasn't present. 
Q. And you started receiving the $3,000 11 month 16 Q. Was that --
after you were burned? 17 A. Of the trustees, I believe, but I wasn't 
A. On a monthly basis. 18 included. And the resident manager, Ervin Urbaniak. 
Q. Were you receiving the $3,000 a month before 19 Q. Do you recall where that meeting tcok place? 
you \vere burned? 20 A. My understanding was it took place at George 
A Not designated as such, or al least from my 21 Wadsworth's office. 
accounting standpoinl, because I just got checks. But 22 Q. And that was in '88 or '897 
they varied in amowtts and they varied in their times 23 A. Yes. 
they were delivered. 24 Q. And what is your understanding of what came 
Q. Did they vary •• was there any relationship 2S out of that meeting? 
Page 75 I/age 77 
between the amounts you were getting and the amount of I A. What came out of that meeting was Brian would 
work you were doing for your dad? 2 take over the operational side, I would still gel -
A. 1 don't know. There might have been, but not 3 continue to get paid the amount that HUD allowed for 
th11t I'm aware of. 4 management, and Katie was getting the bookkeeping. 
Q. When you were getting the checks for $3,000 a s Q. Was your dad at that meeting; do you know? 
month, were you being paid by any other of your dl!d's 6 A. Well, I would presume so, since he's the one 
entities or being paid in addition to the S3,000 a month 7 that called the meeting. And my understanding is he 
for the work you were doing for your dad? 8 picked up Erv and drove him down to Boise, is the story 
A. I don't believe so. 9 that I heard. 
Q. Was your wife Kathleen being paid during this 10 Q. And you heard that from whom? 
period of time by your dad or your dad's entities? 11 A. I don't recall. 
A. She did some bookkeeping or was a backup for 12 Q. Do you know whether Brian was being paid for 
doing bookkeeping for a short period of time. 13 the oversight of Crestview by Crestview? 
Q. Alld do you recall what she was being paid for 14 A. I don't believe so. 
doing that? 15 Q. Do you know whether he was being paid at all 
A. Oh, I don't know. It was a nominal amount, 16 for that oversight? 
$300 a month or something like that. 17 A. I don't know. 
Q. Wu that coming from Crestview? II MR. CLARK: I'm about to go into the First 
A. That was coming from Crestview. 19 Amended Complaint, which is going to take a little while 
Q. So, at least during some period of time you 20 to get through. I'm suggesting that we take a break ncw 
were getting $1,879 a month from Crestview and she was 21 for lunch and by and start back at I :00. 
getting some amount for doing bookkeeping for Crestview? 22 (Luncheon recess taken.) 
A. She was doing that for the function that she 23 (Mr. Haaby left the deposition and Mr. Dinius 
was performing. 24 entered the deposition.) 
Q. Who was paying her for the work she was doing? 25 MR. CLARK: Back on the record 
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Q. On the bottom in the right-hand corner. I A. Yes. 
A Ofpagc2? 2 Q. Was this contract the purchase by you ofan 
Q. At page I. l undivided 13 percent interest in the plant and facility 
A. Oh. page I? Yes. 4 of the nursing home? 
Q. And do you see your signature on that s A. Yes. 
document? 6 Q. And your siblings each acquired a similar 
A. ldo. 7 13 percent interest; is that correct? 
Q. On the second page? I A. Yes. 
A. Yes. 9 Q. Under seperate contracts? 
Q. What is your understanding ofthls agreement? 1e A. Under separate contracts. 
A. That was conveying the sale of the personal II Q. Why were there separate contracts for each one 
property to the six kids prior to the sale of the real 12 of you; do you recall? 
estate. 13 A. I don't. 
Q. Do you recall or understand why this sale of 14 Q. And then the Pavloffs and Bakers also acquired 
the equipment was separate from the sale ofthe real IS an interest et the same time; did they not? 
estate? 16 A. Theydid. 
A Not oflhand. 17 Q. In the plant and facility? 
Q. And by "sale of the equipment," this is the 18 A. Yes. 
equipment that was in the nursing home; is that correct? 19 Q. Did they acquire an interest in the equipment? 
A. Correct. 20 A. No. 
Q. In the second numbered paragraph of this ii Q. So, at this point in time -- let me back up 
document it says that: "Purchasers agree to execute and 22 for a minute. Did your parents retain any interest in 
deliver to sellers their promissory note evidencing the 23 the plant, facility, and the equipment as of the time of 
purchasers' obligation to pay to sellers the total 24 this contract in 1984? 
purchase price of$400,000 together with interest at 2S A. I don't believe so. 
Page 83 Page 1!5 
7 percent per annum commencing January l, 1985." 1 Q. At this time in 1984 was there a mortgage on 
Up to that point did I read it correctly? 2 the property? 
A. It was paragraph 3? 3 A. Yes. 
Q. 2. 4 Q. And was that mortgage held by or regulated by 
A. 2? Oh. I think so. 5 HUD? 
Q. Did you execute a promissory note? 6 A. Yes. 
A. I don't recall. 7 Q. And does that appear to be your signature on 
Q. Do you know whether this $400,000 was fully 8 this document at page 14? Ir you look at the very 
paid? 9 bottom of the page it says: "Real estate contract· 
A. I don't recall. 10 14." 
(Exhibit 5 marked.) II A. Yes. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) I've handed you what has been 12 Q. And that is your signature; is it? 
marked Exhibit No. 5, a document that's labeled "Real 13 A. Yes. 
Estate Contract. Undivided 13 Percent Interest in 14 Q. What is your wtderstanding of this contract? 
Tenancy in Common." IS A. It was the purchase of a 13 percent interest 
A. Mm-hmm. 16 in the physical plant, buildings, and grounds of what 
MR. SCHILLER: Yes? 17 was referred to as the nursing home. 
THE Wl1NESS: Yes. 18 Q. And on page 2 it recites a purchase price of 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) And the first line says: 19 $676,000; is that your widerstanding? ls it accurate? 
"lrus contract is entered into and effective as of the 20 A. Yes. 
31st day of August, 1984, between Arthur Donald Watkins 21 Q. And then the next paragraph, paragraph 2 on 
and Florence R. Watkins, husband and wife, (hereinafter 22 page 2, states, under "Down Payment" or after the words 
referred to collectively as the seller) and Donald 23 "Down Payment: Purchaser agrees to deed to seller his 
Eugene Watkins, a married man." 24 wtdivided tenancy-in-common interest in certain exchange 
Did I read that correctly? 25 properties located in Ada Cowtty, Idaho, as a down 
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payment to seller such that this transaction will 1 by a similar provision? Were all of the contracts the 
qualify as a partially tax free exchange pursuant to IRC 2 same? 
Section l 031. The agreed value of purchaser's exchange 3 A. All of the contracts were the same. 
equity interest is sixty-five thousand dollars 4 Q. Has the full purchase price of·· or the full 
($65,000)." s balance of the purchase price been paid? 
Did I read that correctly? 6 A. I don't think so. I'm not sure. I don't 
A. Yes. 7 know. There were many modifications to the interest 
Q. What is your understanding of this provision? 8 rates and other agreements and plans and I don't recall 
What were you exchanging as your down payment? 9 at this time. 
A. We acquired some property in order to 10 Q. We know there were two amendments. Is it your 
effectuate a 1031 exchange to reduce my dad's tax 11 recollection there may have been more than two 
consequence of the transaction, and we acquired some 12 amendments to this contract? 
property on South Cloverdale Road. 13 A. Quite possibly. 
Q. Do you recall what that property was? 14 Q. Okay. 
A. I can't remember the guy's name we bought it IS A. Whether they were formal or not I don't know, 
from. 16 or whether thal was just - I don't know. 
Q. Was it farm ground or·· 17 Q. But anyway, from the date of the contracl 
A. Yeah. 18 going forward the payments started out being $5,590 a 
Q. - or commercial property? 19 month from you; is that correct? 
A. It was farm ground. 20 A. That's what it says. 
Q. Farm ground? 21 Q. To whom were those payments made? 
A. Yeah. 22 A. I believe those were made lo my dad. 
Q. When you say "we," are you talking you and 23 Q. Byyou? 
your siblings? 24 A. No. 
A. Correct. 25 Q. What was the source of the payment, then? 
Page 87 Page 99 
Q. Was the property appraised? 1 A. The payment was handled by the -- when 
A. The property that we acquired? 2 Restorative Care Center made their payment it was 
Q. Yes, for the exchange. 3 deposited into a bank account for all tenants. Then 
A. I don't recall. 4 their payments were paid out of that to cover the 
Q. And then in paragraph 3 it says: "Balance of s contract obligations. And then the difference was 
Purchase Price: The purchaser agrees to pay the 6 disbursed as different requirements in the contract 
remainder of the purchase price in the amount of 7 obligations were met. 
$611,000 in equal monthly installments ofS5,590 each, 8 Q. Let's back up and help me understand that. 
with the first installment due on or before the first 9 Restorative Care Center, who is that? 
day of October, 1984, and a like swn on or before the 10 A. That would have been the purchasers of the 
first day of each succeeding calendar month until the 11 plant and facility. 
entire balance of principal and interest has been paid 12 Q. Were you a member of that organization? 
in full. Interest shall commence at closing and shall 13 A. No. 
be computed at the annual rate of9 percent per annum, 14 Q. So, how did they play into this? 
compounded monthly, on the unpaid principal balance of IS A. Well, they're the ones that bought the 
the contract, and (to the extent permitted by Washington 16 property from us. 
law) on any overdue interest or other delinquent 17 Q. Okey. 
payments, from the due date thereof. Interest shall be 18 A. Okay? 
calculated monthly on the basis of a 360-day year of 12 19 Q. Well, let me back up, then. AB I understand 
30-day months. The amount of the monthly instalbnent is 20 it, you and your siblings bought the property from your 
set to amortize the entire principal balance over thirty 21 parents in 1984; right? 
(30) years, more or less." 22 A. Correct 
Did I read that correctly? 23 Q. And then you and your siblings sold your 
A. Yes. 24 interest in 2004; right? 
Q. If you know, were each of your siblings bound 25 A. Right. 
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Q. Which would have been 20 years later. I A. After the reserve requirements were met 
A. Yeah. 2 Q. If you look at page 3 ofExhibit No. 5, 
Q. So, for a period of about 20 years, then, you 3 paragraph 4, it says: "Payments Absolute: The 
and your siblings owned the plant and facilities? 4 obligation of the purchaser to make payments under this 
A. Correct. s contract is absolute and unconditional, irrespective of 
Q. Who was operating it during that 20-year Ii the existence at any time of any claim, set-off, 
period of time? 7 counterclaim, proceeding, dispute or other matter 
A. Initially C&L Concerns -- • involving a claim, or alleged claim, by the purchaser 
Q. Okay. 9 against the seller whether under this contract or 
A. -- who was the lessee at the time that we 10 otherwise; provided, however, in the event seller fails 
acquired the plant and facility under this contract. II lo cure any default by seller in any payment obligation 
MR. THARP: Pardon me, what was that name 12 of the seller under paragraph 15 hereof within five days 
again? 13 after service by purchaser to seller of notice and 
TIIE WITNESS: C&L Concerns. 14 demand to cure default, and on further condition that 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Is that C and ampersand L 15 purchaser is not then himself in default under this 
Concerns, or do you know? 16 contract or under any of the other agreements collateral 
A. I think so. That's the way I always wrote it. 17 hereto, purchaser shall be entitled to make such payment 
Q. They were making lease payments, then, to you 18 as may be necessary to cure seller's default, or any 
and your siblings? 19 portion thereof, or to deduct the amount so paid, 
A. Correct. 20 together with interest at 18 percent per annum from date 
Q. Did you and your siblings have an entity that 21 of payment, from the installment payments next following 
held your interest? 22 due seller." 
A. We entered into a tenants-in-common agreement 23 Did I read that correctly? 
for this property. 24 A. Yes. 
Q. And what was your llllderstanding of that 25 Q. What was your understanding or what is your 
Page 91 Fage !13 
agreement? I understanding of this provision? 
A. That was the operating grounds that the six 2 A. So that my dad could effect payment if 
children and Pavloffs and another purchaser and Bakers 3 somebody failed to make a payment. 
operated under. 4 Q. Were you and your siblings-· or let me back 
Q. So, would the rental payments from C&L s up. Were you represented by legal counsel at the time 
Concerns then go to some bank account wider the 6 that you signed this agreement? 
tenants-in-common agreement? 7 A. No. 
A. I don't know if it was the -- if the bank B Q. Were your siblings represented? 
account was established under the tenants in common or 9 A. No. 
whether it was just established wider George Wadsworth, 10 Q. Was your dad represented? 
who was appointed to receive the funds and disburse the 11 A. Yes. 
funds on behalf of the co-tenants. 12 Q. Do you recall who represented your dad? 
Q. So, George Wadsworth, then, was designated as 13 A. Bruce Morgan. 
the individual to receive the lease payments and then 14 Q. And was he located in Seattle? 
what would he do with those lease payments after he IS A. He was. 
received them? 16 (Exhibit 6 marked.) 
A. I would imagine that he paid the contractual 17 Q. (BY M.R. CLARK) You've been handed what is 
obligations, set the reserves aside, and then 11 marked Exhibit No. 6. It's labeled "Real Estate 
distributed the excess to each of the co-tenants 19 Contract, Undivided 17 Percent Interest in Tenancy in 
according to their percentage of ownership. 20 Common." And it begins by: hThis contract is entered 
Q. And you were one of those co-tenants? 21 into and effective as of the 31st day of August, 1984, 
A. I was one of those co-tenants. 22 between Arthur Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, 
Q. Do you recall whether you were receiving 23 husband and wife, (hereinafter referred to collectively 
payments during that period of time, that 20-ycar period 24 as the seller) and Patricia Ann Saliby, Janet LaRue 
of time? 25 Thomson, Sharon Marie Wadsworth, Brian Dale Watkins, 
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Arnold Douglas Watkins and Donald Eugene Watkins, as I Florence R. Watkins" and then. "as Mrs. Watkins' 
nominees for Leo S. Pavloffand CarolynL. Pavloff, 2 community one half Interest." 
husband and wife, (hereinafter referred to collectively 3 "Wherefore, the W1dersigned executor of the 
as the purchaser}, the parties agreeing as follows." 4 estate of Florence R. Watkins hereby assigns, transfers 
Did I read that correctly? s and sets over to Arthur Donald Watkins as trustee of the 
A. Yes. 6 Husband's Trust under the will ofFlorence R. Watkins, 
Q. And if you look al the back page, page 14, it 7 the estate's entire right, title, and interest in and to 
says: "Dated August 31, 1984." 8 the contract effective as of July 25, 1988." 
A. Yeah. 9 And the final paragraph says: "The estate of 
Q. And do you see your signature there as one of 10 Florence R. Walkins agrees to execute such other 
the nominees for purchaser? 11 documents as may be required lo convey to Arthur Donald 
A. ldo. 12 Watkins as trustee of the Husband's Trust under the will 
Q. What is your understanding of the purpose of 13 of Florence R. Watkins, good and marketable title lo the 
this contract? 14 conlract." 
A. Carolyn and Leo Pavloff were having some 15 Did I read that correctly? 
concerns about whether they could or should with their 16 A. Yes. 
position as the owner/operator ofC&L Concerns of the 17 Q. What's your understanding of the purpose of 
nursing home for reimbursement purposes and whatever 18 this document? 
else·· I don't remember all of those details. So, in 19 A. It was to convey my mother's wish in her will 
order to proceed to go forward, it was decided to in 20 for the partial funding of the Husband's Trust. 
order to still give them that opportW1ity, that should 21 Q. So, at this point in time, then, you had an 
they choose to exercise it we could proceed by utilizing 22 obligation to your parents under the real estate 
the nominee aspect and then they could step in and take 23 contract; is that correct? 
over this contract. 24 A. That would be correct. 
Q. So, is it fair to say that you and your 2S Q. And that's the receivable that's referred to 
Page 95 Page !17 
siblings were acting on their behalf as their, quote, t in this document; is that correct? 
"nominees"? 2 A. Yes. 
A. If they chose to so elect. 3 Q. And that receivable from you was then 
Q. Allright. 4 transferred to the trust; is thal correct? 
A. Which they did. s A. I believe half of it. 
Q. Did they ever take you out of this agreement? 6 Q. Halfofit to the Husband's Trust? 
A. Yes. 7 A. Yes. 
Q. Do you recall when that occurred? B Q. And the other half was then what, retained by 
A. Shortly thereafter. 9 your dad? 
(Exhibit 7 marked.) 10 A. I don't recall exactly how all of the trusts 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) I've handed you what is marked 11 and everything were funded, but it appears here that 
Exhibit No. 7, labeled "Assignment of Real Estate 12 half ofthe.t contract went to the Husband's Trust and I 
Contract Receivable From Donald Eugene Watkins"; is that l3 believe the other half stayed with him. 
correct? 14 Q. There's no actual date of signature on this 
A. Yes. 15 document. It appears to state that it's effective 
Q. The flnt paragraph reads: "Arthur Donald 16 July 2S, 1988. Is that consistent with your memory or 
Watkins and Florence R. Watkins own a real estate 17 do you know? 
colllraet receivable dated August 31, 1984, (hereinafter 18 A. This wasn't done until around 1996. 
referred to as the contract) from Donald Eugene Watkins. 19 Q. And what brought this about in 1996? 
On July 2S, 1988, Don's wife Florence R. Watkins 20 A. Expiration of limits to complete the funding 
(Florence) died. At the dale of her death, the contract 21 of trusts out of the will, I believe. 
was the community property of Arthur Donald Watkins and 22 Q. When your mom died, her will created two 
Florence R. Watkins." 23 trusts; is that correct? 
And then It says: "Arthur Donald Walkins was 24 A. I believe there was a Husband's Trust and an 
appointed personal representative of the estate of 2, Exemption Equivalent Trust. 
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Q. And some assets from her estate were put into I Q. So, a better way to put it would be it's not 
each ofthose trusts? 2 inconsistent? 
A. Yes. 3 A. Correct. 
Q. And your dad was the trustee initially; is 4 Q. And that is your signature on page 2; is it? 
that correct'? 5 A. Yes. 
A. Yes. 6 Q. And at that point in time, then, the payments 
Q. And then al some point in time he resigned'? 7 were reduced from $5,590 a month down lo $2,800 a month? 
A. Yes. 8 A That's what the paper says. 
Q. And then you and Jay Thomson and George were 9 Q. With interest? 
appointed as co-trustees; is that correct? 10 A. Yes. 
A. No. 11 Q. And on the first page, paragraph C, it says: 
Q. Okay, help me understand it. 12 "Remaining principal balance of$61 l,000." Is it your 
A. George Wadsworth, myself, and my brother Brian ll understanding that is the amount that remained unpaid·-
were appointed co-trustees. 14 MR. SCHILLER: I don't think that's what it 
Q. At that point in time? 15 says, Counsel. It says: "The remainder of the purchase 
A. At that point in time. 16 price." I think the $611,000 is referring to the 
Q. And then al a later date Brian resigned and 17 original purchase price, which is - that's a different 
Jay Thomson replaced him? 18 amount. 
A. Correct. 19 Q. (BY MR. CLARK) So, your understanding, then, 
Q. Okay. 20 is that when it says: "Until the remaining principal 
(Exhibit 8 marked.) 21 balance of$6ll,OOO, plus interest," is fully paid, that 
THE WITNESS: (Reviewing document.} 22 was •• are you saying thnt was not the original •• that 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Have you had a chance to look 23 was not the balance that was then due? 
at it? 24 A. No, it is not. 
A. Mm-hmm. 2S Q. Is thal the original -
Page 99 Page 101 
Q. You've been handed what is marked as Exhibit 1 A. That's the original pricing from the 1984 
No. 8. It's labeled "An1endmeot to Real Estate 2 date. 
Contract"; is that correct? 3 Q. So, it should actually then say, should it 
A Yes. 4 not, that the remaining principal balance orS6ll,OOO, 
· Q. What is your understanding of the purpose of s that was originally the installment sale price, rather 
this agreement, amendment? 6 than balance? 
A. I believe the purpose of this amendment was to 7 A. Oh, I don't know, I just read it·· it just 
closer match the funds coming in with the payments oul 8 stated a statement there that a $65,000 installment 
on the HUD loan. Because the HUD loan would emend for 9 payment was made, which left a balance of S6 I l ,OOO at 
a further period oftime, in order just to keep the ins 10 the time of the contract. 
and the outs matched, it was stretched out. 11 Q. Okay. So·· 
Q. And there's a date here on page 2 of 3 •• 12 A. Which was a 1984 date, August 31, 1984. 
excuse me, on page 3 in the "Acknowledgement" of 13 Q. And what I'm showing, for the record, is the 
December 4, 1997. ls that consistent with your memory 14 Exhibit No. 5, the contract, specifies a sale price of, 
as to when this was done? 15 for your share, $676,000, a down payment of $65,000, and 
A. I don't know otherwise. I have nothing to 16 a balance of purchase price of $611,000 payable monthly 
tell me otherwise. 17 at $5,590; okay? 
Q. You wouldn't dispute the dates, then? 18 A. Right. 
A. No. 19 Q. The payments each month ofS2,800, did those 
Q. On the notaries here? 20 continue, then, to come from C&L Concerns lease 
A. No. No, actually, I didn't even look at 21 payments? 
those. (Reviewing document.) Yeah. 22 A. Yes. 
Q. Is that consistent with your recollection? 23 Q. And they were still paid pursuant to your 
A. I don't have a recollection ofit, so I don't 24 tenants•in•common agreement'? 
see·· 2S A. I don't believe the tenants-in-common 
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agreement addressed exactly how that process was to be 1 this second amendment? 
effected. 2 A. Reading that much, I don't recall. 
Q. George Wadsworth was managing the money; was l Q. Do you want to read through the rest of it? 
he not? 4 A That might shed some more light. 
A. That's my recollection, but I don't know if s Q. Sure. Go right ahead, please. 
that's in the tenants-in-common agreement. 6 A. (Reviewing document.) Okay, I've read through 
Q. Do you know how that came about that he became 7 it. 
the money manager, if you will? B Q. What is your understanding of this agreement? 
A. He became -- he was just the representative 9 A. Pretty much what it says. 
payee on our - to simplify one location. Thal way six 10 Q. The payments were reduced to Sl,645 a month; 
people or seven groups of people didn't have to do all II is that correct? 
of their own. It would be handled. 12 A. That would be correct. 
Q. Was he also serving as the handler of the 13 Q. In the agreement it refers to the "RCC 
money on behalf of the Bakers and Pavloffs as well as -- 14 ca-tenants." Was that the name of the entity or the 
A. Yes. IS account that received the payments on your behalf, the 
Q. -- you and your siblings? 16 behalf of your siblings, and Bakers and Pavloffs? Is 
A. That is my understanding. 17 that what you called yourselves? 
Q. All right. 18 A. Yes. 
THE WITNESS: I've got a question for you. 19 Q. Was that a fonnal entity? 
MR. CLARK: Do you want to take a quick break? 20 A. No. Well, other than the co-tenancy in common 
Now is a good time. 21 operating agreement. 
THE Wl1NESS: Okay. 22 Q. Okay. 
(Recess held.) 23 A. And we referred to that es the RCC co-tenants. 
(Exhibit 9 marked.) 24 Q. What did the "RCC" stand for? 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Mr. Watkins, you've been ZS A. Restorative Care Center. 
Page 103 Page 105 
handed what is marked Exhibit No. 9. It's labeled I Q. Okay. In paragraph B, this document states 
"Second Real Estate Contract Amendment"; is that 2 thal there's "11 current mortgage indebtedness of 
correct? 3 approximately $1.6 million" with an wnortization of 15 
A. Yes. 4 years underlying the "HUD insured loan on the property." 
Q. The first paragraph says: "This second real 5 ls that consistent with your recollection? 
estate contract amendment is made and entered into this 6 A It would be. 
30th day of December, 1998, between Arthw- Donald 7 Q. Afler the second amendment was made did the 
Watkins and the trustees of the Florence R. Watkins 8 cash payments continue to flow to George? 
Husband's Trust. the successor contract vendors, and 9 A. I don't know that there was any change in that 
Donald Eugene Watkins, as contract purchaser, the 10 mechanism. 
parties agreeing as follows." II Q. And then George would then distribute the 
Did I read that correctly, the first part? 12 funds according to this new payment schedule? 
A. I believe so. 13 A 1 would presume so. 
Q. The next paragraph marked paragraph A states: 14 Q. Do you know whether he actually did it that 
"The December 31, l 998 Fifth Amendment to that certain 15 way? 
lease which was dated December 27, 1974, between Arthur 16 A. I don't •· I never received any docW11entation 
Donald Watkins and Florence R. Watkins, as lessor, and 17 from him showi111 my amounts. 
C&L Concerns, Inc., as lessee, reduced the monthly lease 18 Q. Did you ever see any balance --
payment to be paid currently by the lessee to the Ill A. No. 
RCC-co-tenants as successors to the original lessors, to 20 Q. •• from him showing what you owed? 
the aggregate sum ofS34,000, from the earlier monthly 21 A. No. 
lease payment ofS46,000." 22 Q. Or what was paid on your behalf'? 
Did I read that correctly? 23 A. No. 
A. I believe so. 24 Q. Did you ever get any kind of accounting •• 
Q. What's your W\derstanding of the purpose for 25 A. No. 
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Q. •• on that? Do you know whether your siblings I yourself out of your own checking account? 
got any accounting on that? 2 A. No. 
A. l don't know. 3 Q. So, it was always done through the lease 
Q. Have you seen the affidavit that was prepared, 4 payment lo George and then redistributed to the payment 
declaration prepared by Denise McClure in support of the s schedule? 
Motion For Partial Summary Judgment that was filed by 6 A. That is correct 
your dad in this case? 7 Q. Do you know whether that continues lo this 
MR. SCHILLER: He hasn't seen it 8 day? 
MR. CLARK: He has not seen it? !> A. I don't know. 
MR. SCHilLER: No. He's got it now. Recently 10 Q. Are you receiving any lease payments from C&L 
I delivered it to him, but he hasn't had a chance to -- 11 Concerns al this point in time? 
THE WITNESS: I haven't seen it yet. 12 A. No. 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) You haven't had a chance lo 13 Q. You and your siblings sold your interest in 
read it? 14 the nursing home in 2004; is that correcl? 
MR. SCHILLER: No. 15 A. That is correct. 
THE WITNESS: No. 16 Q. Did you retain any interest in the nursing 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Why don't we go ahead and look 17 home or in the lease at that time? 
at it. 1 suspect you're going to say you disagree with 18 A. No. 
it, but that's fine. We need 10 know. I mean, if you 19 Q. Okay. 
don't know, if you haven't been told what the balances 20 A. l don't believe so. 
are, how they're calculated, then it's pretty hard to 21 Q. Are you aware or do you have knowledge of any 
comment on it, I understand. 22 other woendmenls lo your real estate contract relating 
A. Yeah. 23 to the nursing home where you bought it from your 
(Exhibit 10 marked.) 24 parents? 
MR. CLARK: Everybody has these, but you'll 25 A. I don't particularly remember if there was a 
Page 107 Page 109 
get them again. l fonnal agreement. but initially one of the advantages 
(Discussion held off the record.) 2 they found of having separate real estate contracts is 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Mr. Walkins, before we proceed 3 that my dad could reduce the interest rate that his kids 
to Exhibit No. IO, going back to Exhibit No. 9, is that 4 was paying but didn't have to reduce Pavloffs' or 
your signature on the second page? s Bakers' interest rate. 
A. It appears to be. 6 Q. Okay. 
Q. Now, moving on to Exluoit No. 10, I CWl tell 7 A. And it was my understanding that that was done 
you that Denise McClure is an accountant that your 8 for some period of time early on. 
father and the Conservator have hired to assist them 9 Q. Okay, it's my understanding that Leo and 
with this lawsuit. Okay? 10 Carolyn Pavloff are paying an interest rate of 
A. Okay. 11 10.5 percent and that the Bakers are paying an interest 
Q. She has done some calculations under your 12 rate of IO percent and that you and your siblings arc 
contract or relating to your contract and your contract 13 paying an interest rate of9 percent. Is that 
obligation for your 13 percent interest in the nursing 14 consistent with your knowledge? 
home. And according to her calculations your obligation 15 A. That was consistent with the original contract 
as of September 30 is $1,593,263.43. And I don't expect 16 agreements, yes. 
you to commeot on that because you already told me you 17 Q. And my lnfonnation is that the payments that 
don't know bow much you owe on that agreement. 18 were being made by Pavloffs ofSS,780 per month and the 
According to her calculation, she stales that 19 payments that were being made by Bakers ofSl,350 per 
your payment was due on September 1, 2009, and that it zo month was not reduced at the time that the payments from 
went Into default on that date when it was not paid. Do 21 you and your siblings were reduced. Is that consistent 
you recall or do you know whether that payment was made 22 with your knowledge? 
oo September 1 of2009? 23 A. I don't recall. 
A. I don't know. 24 Q. You don't know whether it's accurate or not? 
Q. Did you ever make the payments directly 25 A. I don't. 
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Q. All righl Rollin and is ii LaDoruia. 1 A. Correct. 
L-a-D-o-n-n•a Baker; is that correct? 2 Q. ls lhat your signature? 
A. Yes. 3 A. It appears lo be. 
Q. So, is it fair to say you don't know whether 4 Q. Paragraph C recites that the sale price, the 
you are in default of your contract? s total purchase price is S6,089,Sl6; is that correct? 
A. That would be correct. 6 A. That's what it says. 
Q. Or how much it might be if you are in default? 7 Q. Do you know if that's accurate? 
A. That would be correct. 8 A. I don't know otherwise. 
(Exhibit 11 marked.) 9 Q. At the time of the sale there was still the 
THE Wl1NESS: (Reviewing document.) 10 HUD mortgage on the property; was there not? 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK) It's my understanding that in II A. That's my understanding. 
2004 you and your siblings together with the Pavloffs 12 Q. And isn't it true that your dad went to Zion's 
Wld the Bakers sold your interest in the nursing home; 13 BWlk and borrowed the money lo pay offthe HUD mortgage 
is that correct? 14 so you could close this sale? 
A. Yes. 15 A. I've heard that. 
Q. You've been handed what has been marked as 16 Q. Do you know? 
Exhibit No. 11. It's labeled "First Amended and 17 A. I do not know from personal experience or have 
Restated Real Property Purchase and Sale Contract"; is 18 seen any documents to that effect. 
that correct? 19 Q. Who represented your interests In this 
A. That's what it's labeled. 20 transaction? 
Q. And it slates in the first paragraph: "The 21 A. My brother Brian handled the transaction for 
parties hereto are Southeast Care Center Facilities, a 22 all of the co-tenants, I believe. 
Washington nonprofit corporation (buyer); and Sharon M. 23 Q. Did he in fact have a power of attorney from 
Wadsworth, Patricia A. Saliby, Donald Eugene Watkins, 24 you to do that? 
Arnold Douglas Watkins, Brian Dale Watkins, Janet L. 2S A. He did at the very end to sign the closing 
Page lll Page 113 
Thomson, Leo and Carolyn Pavloff (husband and wife), and I documents so everybody didn't have to go up at a 
Rollin Baker and LaDonna Baker (husbnnd and wife) (all 2 moment's notice when they got cveiything completed. 
sellers)"; is that correct? 3 Q. Do you recall how much you received from this 
A. Yes. 4 trwisaction? 
Q. Is this the document under which you and your s A. No. 
siblings, the Pavloffs, and the Bakers, sold your 6 Q. And the page 6, the first page 6 -- well, wail 
interest in the nursing home to Southeast Care Center 7 a minute. The third page 6 has Janet Thomson's 
Facilities? 8 signature at the bottom. Do you see that? 
A. It looks like this is an amendment to that 9 A. Yes. 
agreement. 10 Q. Above that are signatures by "Attorney in 
Q. Was there an agreement before this one, then? 11 Fact" for Leo Pavlo ff and Carolyn Pavloff. Do you know 
A. I'm not slll'e. IZ who signed that for them as their attorney in fact? 
Q. Okay. 13 A. No idea. 
A. There were lots of drafts, but I don't know 14 (Exhibit 12 marked.) 
which one was the final closing document. 15 MR. CLARK: It's labeled "Agreement Re: 
Q. If you tum to page 6 of this document, do you 16 Payment of Contract." 
see where it says: "Dated May" - is that "May 18, 17 (Discussion held off the record.) 
2004"? Does that appear to be your signature? II Q. (BY MR. CLARK) Have you had a chance to look 
A. Not mine. 19 at Exhibit No. 12? 
Q. Onpage6? 20 A. Yeah. 
A. Not on my page 6. 21 Q. You've been handed Exhibit No. 12 •• 
Q. Oh, there's more than one page 6. Excuse me. 22 A. Yes. 
MR. SCHILLER: The second one. 23 Q .•• and thars labeled "Agreement Re: Payment 
THE WITNESS: Mine ls oa the second page 6. 24 of Contract"; is it not? 
Q. (BY MR. CLARK} Bates BDW010128; correct? 2.S A. Yes. 
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CERTIFICATE OF WITNESS 
2 I, DONALD EUGENE WATKINS, being first duly 
3 sworn, depose and say; 
4 That I am the witness named in the foregoing 
5 deposition, Volume I, consisting of pages I through 160; 
6 that 1 have read said deposition and know the contents 
7 
8 
thereof; that the questions contained therein were 
propounded to me; and that the answers contained therein 
9 are true and correct, except for any changes that I may 







DA TED this __ day of , 20_. 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS 
17 SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this __ day 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
2 I, SHERI FOOTE, CSR No. 90, Certified Shorthand 
3 Reporter, certify: That the foregoing proceedings were 
4 taken before me at the time and place therein set forth, 
s at which time the witness was put under oath by me; 
6 That the testimony and all objections made were 
7 recorded stenographicnlly by me and transcribed by me or 
s under my direction; 
9 That the foregoing is a true and correct record 
10 of all testimony given, to the best of my ability; 
11 I further certify that I am not a relative or 
12 employee of any attorney or party, nor am I financially 
13 interested in the action. 
14 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I set my hand and seal this 
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• N0.,-----=-~~--~ :3:3-::, A.M.,----
OCT O 9 2014 
CHRISTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
By KIERSTEN HOUST 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and 
KATIE WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
husband and wife and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV OC 2009-21373 
ORDER ON PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTIONS TO STRIKE 
On September 23, 2014, Plaintiff moved to strike the entire affidavit of William C. 
Tharp, filed on September 24, 2014. The Court GRANTS Plaintiff's motion to strike this 
affidavit in its entirety. The September 24, 2014 Affidavit does not comply with Idaho 
Rule of Civil Procedure 56(c) or 56(e) and consists largely of inadmissible hearsay. 
On October 15, 2014, Plaintiff moved to strike the September 23, 2013 testimony 
of Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins. The Court grants this motion in part, 
and denies it in part, as set forth below. 
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1(Number Statement Ruling 
6. I was told by Brian that the reduction in Granted. I.RE. 802 
salary would be made up upon the sale (hearsay.) 
of the ranch in a lump sum amount. 
7. Don made multiple representations Denied. 
directly to me that, in exchange for our 
year of service without retirement 
benefits and injuries sustained on the 
job, my brother and I would receive 
$3,000 per month for life. 
8. Specifically, Don told me in about Denied. 
September 2000 that all of his sons, 
including me, would receive $3,000 
dollars per month as a retirement 
disability benefit for our years of 
employment. 
11. I continued to perform work for Don and Denied. 
his properties, however, instructions 
regarding work projects and what work 
needed to be done would usually go 
through Brain or Reva, the Manager of 
Access and Barret's. 
14. In March 2009, the parties executed a Denied as to the 
compensation agreement whereby Don statement: "In March 
confirmed that the previous 2009, the parties 
agreement to pay me 3,000 per month executed a compensation 
for life as a retirement/disability agreement." Granted as 
benefit. to the bolded remainder 
of the statement. I.RE. 
701 (impermissible legal 
conclusion.) 
16. Further the Compensation Agreement Granted. I.RE. 1002 
provide that my wife, Virginia, would (original document rule.) 
continue to receive the $3,000 per month 
for her life retirement benefit, if I 
preceded her in death. 
17. The compensation Agreement was Granted. I.RE. 701 
executed by Brian, as Don's "attorney in (impermissible legal 
fact." conclusion.) 
18. At all time relevant hereto, I believed that Denied. 
Brian had the authority to execute the 
compensation agreement, as it was 
consistent with my understanding of the 
power of attorney as well as previous 
representation made to me by Don. 
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19 Despite Don's promises and/or execution Granted only as to the 
of the valid Compensation Agreement, I phrase "as required." 
have received no retirement benefit I.RE. 803 (hearsay); 
payments that as required since March I.RE. 701 (impermissible 
2009. legal conclusion); I.RE. 
1002 (original document 
rule.) 
21 Those contacts consisted of brief Denied. 
telephone conversation where Don 
instructed me to speak to Brian or 
George Wadsworth (hereinafter 
"George") regarding to all matter relating 
to finances or compensation. 
22 Don's instruction to deal with Brian and Granted. I.RE. 701 
or George seem logical to me since Brian (impermissible legal 
was operating under Don's Power of conclusion.) 
Attorney and George was a licensed 
Certified Public Accountant and Don's 
son-in-law. 
24 Don refused to talk to me regarding Denied. 
family business but again instructed me 
to speak to Brian or George to address 
financial issues. 
25 At no time did I abuse my relationship Denied. 
with my father, Don. 
28 At no time did I have access to the Denied. 
financial records, accounting software, or 
QuickBooks at issue. 
29 I did not exert unfair persuasion or undue Denied. 
influence over Don, nor was the 
relationship between me and Don 
susceptible to unfair persuasion or undue 
influence. 
30 I did not enter into any sort of agreement Denied. 
or plan with Brian or anyone else in an 
effort to deprive my father of his money. 
31 I have never had information or reason to Denied. 
believe that Brian was acting outside his 
scope of authority with the Power of 
Attorney as the Compensation 
Agreement was consistent with previous 
representation made to me by Don on 
multiple occasions. 
32. As the date of this Motion for Summary Denied. 
Judgment, Don has failed to pay me 
approximately $165,000 pursuant to the 
Compensation Aoreement. 









Since then, invoices were provided and Granted. I.RE. 401 
paid. (relevance.) 
Every invoice submitted by Watkins 
Contracting was accurate and true. 
From about 1993 to 1995, George Granted. I.RE. 401 
Wadsworth would review and approve (relevance.) 
the invoices. 
Beginning in about 1995, Brain would Denied. 
review and approve the invoices and 
come to me with any questions. 
No invoices were fraudulently submitted Denied. 
or paid. 
Neither I nor Virginia associated with Granted. I.RE. 701 
Brian, Gene, or Robynlee to commit any (impermissible legal 
activity that could be considered conclusion.) 
racketeering. 
Neither I nor Virginia Agreed with Brian, Denied. 
Gene, or Robynlee to commit theft, fraud, 
deceit, or any other crime of wrongdoing 
against Don. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this~ day of October 2014. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on this /JjwJv- day of October 2014, I mailed (served) a 
I 
true and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
Brain D. & Robynlee Watkins 
4794 W. Cree Way 
Boise, ID 83709 
William C. Tharp, Esq. 
106 East Fourth Street 
Second Floor 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
Kevin E. Dinus 
DINUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Rd. Ste. 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
Meryln W. Clark 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Jace A. Richards 
THE RICHARDS FIRM 
701 S. Allen St., Ste. 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Edwin Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHARTERED 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Interdepartmental Mail 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Interdepartmental Mail 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Interdepartmental Mail 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Interdepartmental Mail 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Interdepartmental Mail 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Interdepartmental Mail 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
Clerk of the District Court 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and 
KATIE WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
husband and wife and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV QC 2009-21373 
ORDER DENYING IN PART AND 
GRANTING IN PART, 
DEFENDANTS ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS' AND 
VIRGINIA WATKINS' AMENDED 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
Appearances 
On September 29, 2014, the Court heard oral argument on Defendants Doug and 
Virginia's Amended Motion for Summary Judgment. Plaintiff was represented by Merlyn 
Clark and Steven Wieland of Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP. Merlyn Clark argued. 
The conservators were represented by Jace Richards of The Richards Firm. Defendants 
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Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins were represented by William C. Tharp. 
Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie Watkins were represented by Ed Schiller of 
Schiller & Schiller, Chartered. Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
were represented by Kevin Dinius of Dinius & Associates, PLLC. 
Factual Background 
The Plaintiff in this action is Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"). Don has six grown 
children, three sons and three daughters. All three sons - Brian, Doug, and Gene - are 
named as defendants. The sons' spouses are also named as defendants. Plaintiff gave 
his youngest son, Brian, a power of attorney to manage his business and personal affairs. 
The power of attorney was given on October 24, 2000 and revoked on March 9, 2009. 
Plaintiff alleges that his three adult sons conspired and unlawfully took large sums of 
money over a period of years through mismanagement and deception. Defendants 
concede that the family business accounts are a mess but attribute this to estate planning 
gone wrong, rather than wrongdoing. 
Procedural Background 
This case started in November 2009, with the filing of a civil complaint. An Amended 
Complaint was filed in February 2012. There is no reason to recite more than four years of 
procedural history; the Court includes only the procedural history related to this particular 
motion for summary judgment. 
On September 23, 2013, Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
("Doug and Virginia") filed a motion for summary judgment, a memorandum and various 
affidavits in support. On October 10, 2013, Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie 
Watkins ("Gene and Katie") filed a joinder of summary judgment. On October 21, 2013, 
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Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins ("Brian and Robynlee") filed a joinder 
of summary judgment. 1 On March 26, 2014, Plaintiff filed an objection to joinders of 
summary judgment. The Court overrules Plaintiff's objection to the other defendants joining 
in Doug and Virginia's motion for summary judgment. The Court's ruling is a moot point 
however, because on April 17, 2014, Defendants Doug and Virginia filed an amended 
motion for summary judgment, in which no other defendants filed joinders. 
Oral argument on Defendants Doug and Virginia's motion took place on September 
29, 2014. 
1 At oral argument on September 29, 2014, Mr. Tharp, counsel for Brian and Robynlee, 
stated: 
This is a case that's going to have to be tried. That's my point. 
I didn't file a motion for summary judgment. I don't criticize 
anyone who did file a motion for summary judgment. That is 
their prerogative. But there are too many complex issues in this 
case not to submit this matter to a trial. And that's basically the 
bottom line that I'm taking. 
Draft Hr'g Tr. at 49:7 -14. 
The Court understands Mr. Tharp's comments to mean that, while he may not have 
filed a motion for summary judgment, he is nevertheless not withdrawing his joinder in 
Doug and Virginia's motion for summary judgment. 
The Court notes that, on October 3, 2014, Mr. Tharp filed two affidavits in opposition 
to Plaintiff's motion for partial summary judgment (Robynlee Watkins and Brian D. 
Watkins). Due to the untimely filing, the Court did not consider these affidavits for any 
purpose. 
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Defendants move for summary judgment on the following causes of action: Fourth, 
Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth. Defendants also move for summary judgment on 
Defendants' counterclaim for breach of contract. 
The Court grants the motion for summary judgment as to Defendant Doug only on 
the Fifth Cause of Action (Fraud/Deceit). The Court denies the motion for summary 
judgment on the remaining causes of action, as well as Defendants' counterclaim, for the 
reasons set forth below. 
Standard of Review 
Summary judgment is appropriate if the pleadings, affidavits, and discovery 
documents on file with the court demonstrate no material issue of fact such that the moving 
party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law. Brewer v. Wash. RSA No. 8 Ltd. P'ship, 
145 Idaho 735, 738, 184 P.3d 860, 863 (2008). The burden of proof is on the moving party 
to demonstrate the absence of a genuine issue of material fact. Rouse v. Household Fin. 
Corp., 144 Idaho 68, 70, 156 P.3d 569, 571 (2007). In construing the facts, the court must 
draw all reasonable factual inferences in favor of the non-moving party. MacKay v. Four 
Rivers Packing Co., 145 Idaho 408, 410, 179 P.3d 1064, 1066 (2008). If reasonable 
people can reach different conclusions as to the facts, then the motion must be denied. 
Ashby v. Hubbard, 100 Idaho 67, 593 P.2d 402 (1979). 
Where the party moving for summary judgment will not carry the burden of 
production or proof at trial, the "genuine issue of material fact" burden may be met by 
establishing the absence of evidence on an element that the non-moving party will be 
required to prove at trial. Hines v. Hines, 129 Idaho 847, 852, 934 P.2d 20, 25 (1997). 
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Once such an absence of evidence has been established, the burden then shifts to the 
party opposing the motion to establish, through further depositions, discovery responses or 
affidavits, that there is indeed a genuine issue for trial, or to offer a valid justification for the 
failure to do so under I.R.C.P. 56(f). Dunnick v. Elder, 126 Idaho 308, 311, 882 P.2d 475, 
478 (Ct. App. 1994). 
Discussion 
Summary Judgment Is Granted on the Fifth Cause of Action (Fraud/Deceit} with Respect to 
Doug Only Because the Amended Complaint Does Not Allege Fraud with the Required 
Particularity 
The Fifth Cause of Action in the Amended Complaint alleges that Brian, Gene, and 
Doug engaged in fraud and deceit. The elements of fraud are: (1) statement or 
representation of fact; (2) its falsity; (3) its materiality; (4) speaker's knowledge of its falsity; 
(5) speaker's intent that there be reliance; (6) hearer's ignorance that statement is false; (7) 
reliance by the hearer; (8) justifiable reliance; and (9) resultant injury. Mannos v. Moss, 
143, Idaho 927,931, 155 P.3d 1166, 1170 (2007) (citing Trees v. Kersey, 138 Idaho 3, 10, 
56 P.3d 765, 772 (2002)). Defendants Doug and Virginia correctly point out that the party 
pleading fraud must support each element "by pleading with particularity the factual 
circumstances constituting fraud." Mem. Supp. Defs.' Doug and Virginia Watkins' Am. Mot. 
Summ J. at 9 (Apr. 17, 2014). 
I.R.C.P. 9(b). 
In all averments of fraud or mistake, or violation of civil or 
constitutional rights, the circumstances constituting fraud or 
mistake, or violation of civil or constitutional rights shall be 
stated with particularity. Malice, intent, knowledge, and other 
condition of mind of a person may be averred generally. 
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The Amended Complaint does not allege fraud by Doug with the required 
particularity. At oral argument on September 29, 2014, Plaintiff's counsel conceded this 
point. The following exchange took place between the Court and Plaintiff's counsel: 
The Court: And you set that out in the pleading filed September 
15th, your memorandum in opposition to defendant's 
amended motion for summary judgment. And to be 
clear, defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' 
[amended motion for summary judgment]. 
And I didn't see you really responded to the 
pleading argument that these fraud claims have not 
been pied with sufficient particularity. Do you want 
to respond to that? 
Mr. Clark: I have to admit it. I mean, the document, the 
complaint speaks for itself. 
The Court: Yes, you have to admit it. So on that, can the Court 
grant summary judgment? 
Mr. Clark: On the fraud claim alone? 
The Court: Yes. 
Mr. Clark: Well, the record has been made that there was 
fraud, even though it wasn't actually pied. I 
suppose under Rule 9, the Court can say it wasn't 
pied [with] specificity. And on that basis, you do 
have the power to do so, as to Doug ... 
Draft Hr'g Tr. at 58:18- 59:14. 
The Court grants summary judgment on the Fifth Cause of Action as to Doug only, 
based upon the failure to plead fraud with the required particularity. 
Summary Judgment Is Denied on the Following Causes of Action: Fourth. Sixth. Seventh. 
Eighth. and Ninth. 
A. Fourth: Rescission of Settlement and Release Agreement and Compensation 
Agreements (Brian, Robynlee, Gene, and Doug) 
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Plaintiff also moved for summary judgment on this same cause of action. The Court 
denied Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment for the same reason it now denies 
Defendants': a genuine issue of material fact exists regarding the validity of the 
Agreements. This genuine issue of material fact is set forth more fully in the Court's Order 
Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
8. Sixth: Constructive Trust (All Defendants) 
"A constructive trust arises where legal title to property has been obtained through 
actual fraud, misrepresentations, concealments, taking advantage of one's necessities, or 
under circumstances otherwise rendering it unconscionable for the holder of legal title to 
retain beneficial interest in the property." Witt v. Jones, 111 Idaho 165, 168, 722 P.2d 474, 
477 (1986) (citing Davenport v. Burke, 30 Idaho 599, 167 P. 481 (1917)). 
The Amended Complaint alleges that all Defendants received property that was 
wrongfully taken from the Trusts. It alleges that the money or other assets were acquired 
through fraud, mistake, or other means "ex maleficio" and that it would be unjust for 
Defendants to retain Plaintiff's property under these circumstances. 
Defendants Doug and Virginia argue that they are entitled to summary judgment on 
the constructive trust because Plaintiff "cannot trace funds he alleges were improperly 
utilized." Mem. Supp. Defs.' Doug and Virginia Watkins' Am. Mot. Summ. J. at 19 (Apr. 17, 
2014). Plaintiff disputes Defendants' position that the funds cannot be traced and Plaintiff 
has produced evidence that creates a genuine issue of material fact on the question of 
traceability. See, Supplemental Declaration of Denise McClure Opp'n Mot. Summ. J., Ex. 
A at 8-9 (Sept. 15, 2014). For this reason, summary judgment is not appropriate on this 
cause of action. 
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C. Seventh: Unjust Enrichment (All Defendants) 
Defendants Doug and Virginia argue that they are entitled to summary judgment on 
the unjust enrichment claim because the Amended Complaint contains only vague 
allegations and "[n]o evidence has been submitted that would allow a trier of fact to 
conclude that any money received was improper." Mem. Supp. Defs.' Doug and Virginia 
Watkins' Am. Mot. Summ. J. at 13-14 (Apr. 17, 2014). They also allege that summary 
judgment is proper because Doug had no involvement in managing Plaintiff's finances. Id. 
at 14. 
Plaintiffs have presented evidence that Doug did submit false or inaccurate invoices. 
Declaration of Don Watkins Opp'n Defs.' Mot. Summ. J. 1J 18 (Oct. 15, 2013). In addition, 
Plaintiffs have provided evidence that money was wrongfully diverted from Plaintiff to 
Defendants, including Doug. See, Supplemental Declaration of Denise McClure Opp'n 
Mot. Summ. J., Ex. A at 8-9 (Sept. 15, 2014). Summary judgment is not appropriate on this 
cause of action. 
D. Eighth: Conversion (All Defendants) 
Defendants Doug and Virginia argue that they are entitled to summary judgment on 
the conversion claim because the three year statute of limitation for conversion has run. 
According to Defendants, "any alleged property 'taken or retained' prior to November 6, 
2006 is time-barred." Mem. Supp. Defs.' Doug and Virginia Watkins' Am. Mot. Summ. J. at 
14 (Apr. 17, 2014). Defendants cite Idaho Code§ 5-218. 
Plaintiff responds that the conversion claim is not barred by the statute of limitation 
because, according to the statute cited by Defendants, the cause of action does not begin 
to run until the complained-of conduct is discovered. Plaintiff is correct. Idaho Code § 5-
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218(4) provides, in relevant part: "The cause of action in such case [will] not ... be 
deemed to have accrued until the discovery, by the aggrieved party, of the facts 
constituting the fraud or mistake." 
Defendants do not claim that there is no genuine issue of material fact as to the date 
of the discovery of the alleged fraud. Plaintiff argues that he "did not learn of the 
underlying wrongful conduct of his children until shortly before March 24, 2009 at the 
latest."2 Pl.'s Mem. Opp'n Defs.' Am. Mot. Summ. J. at 12 (Sept. 15, 2014). Plaintiff's 
argument is supported by the fact that Plaintiff sent a letter on March 24, 2009, revoking 
Defendant Brian's Power of Attorney. 
Construing all facts in the light most favorable to Plaintiff, the non-moving party, the 
Court finds that there is a genuine issue of material fact regarding when the alleged 
wrongdoing was discovered; therefore, summary judgment relying on the statute of 
limitations would not be appropriate. 
E. Ninth: Civil RICO (Brian, Robynlee, Gene, and Doug) 
Defendants Doug and Virginia argue that they are entitled to summary judgment on 
the Civil RICO claim because Plaintiff has not identified a specific crime underlying the 
RICO cause of action and, in addition, Plaintiff has not provided evidence that Doug 
engaged in at least two incidents of racketeering conduct. Mem. Supp. Defs.' Doug and 
Virginia Watkins' Am. Mot. Summ. J. at 16-17 (Apr. 17, 2014). 
Plaintiff responds that the alleged theft and fraud are predicate acts for RICO 
purposes and that more than one incident of Doug's racketeering conduct has been 
supported with evidence. Plaintiff has provided evidence that Doug and his siblings used 
2 It is possible that Plaintiff meant that he did not learn of the underlying wrongful conduct of his children until shortly 
before March 24, 2009 at the earliest. 
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proceeds from the sale of Plaintiff's nursing home to make a down payment on commercial 
real estate that they still own. Pl.'s Mem. Opp'n Defs.' Am. Mot. Summ. J. at 11 (Sept. 15, 
2014) (citing Hanby Aff. Ex. B at 1-2). Plaintiff has provided evidence that millions of 
dollars from the sale of another of Plaintiff's commercial properties, Locust Grove, were 
wrongfully diverted to Plaintiff's children, including Doug. Id. (citing Hanby Aff. Ex. A at 17). 
The evidence produced by Plaintiff is sufficient to withstand a motion for summary 
judgment on the RICO claim. 
F. Defendants' counterclaim: Breach of Contract 
Defendants move for summary judgment on their breach of contract counterclaim, 
claiming that Plaintiff breached the Compensation Agreement by failing to pay Doug $3,000 
per month. In its Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, the Court 
concluded that there was a genuine issue of material fact regarding the validity of the 
Compensation Agreement at issue. This genuine issue of material fact precludes summary 
judgment on this cause of action. 
Conclusion 
For the reasons set forth above, summary judgment is granted on the Fifth Cause of 
Action (Fraud/Deceit) as to Defendant Doug only, but denied on all other causes of action. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 14th day of October 2014. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
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BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and 
KATIE WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
husband and wife and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV QC 2009-21373 
ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR PARTIAL 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Appearances 
On September 29, 2014, the Court heard oral argument on Plaintiff's motion for 
partial summary judgment. Plaintiff was represented by Merlyn Clark and Steve 
Wieland of Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP. Merlyn Clark argued. The 
conservators were represented by Jace Richards of The Richards Firm. Defendants 
Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins were represented by William C. Tharp. 
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Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie Watkins were represented by Ed Schiller 
of Schiller & Schiller, Chartered. Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins were represented by Kevin Dinius of Dinius & Associates, PLLC. 
Factual Background 
The Plaintiff in this action is Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don"). Don has six grown 
children, three sons and three daughters. All three sons - Brian, Doug, and Gene - are 
named as defendants. The sons' spouses are also named as defendants. Plaintiff 
gave his youngest son, Brian, a power of attorney to manage Plaintiff's business and 
personal affairs. The power of attorney was given on October 24, 2000 and revoked on 
March 9, 2009. 
Plaintiff alleges that his three adult sons conspired and unlawfully took large 
sums of money over a period of years through mismanagement and deception. 
Defendants concede that the family business accounts are a mess but attribute this to 
estate planning gone wrong, rather than wrongdoing. 
Procedural Background 
On October 9, 2013 Plaintiff filed a Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and a 
memorandum in support, moving for summary judgment on the following causes of 
action: Four, Ten, Eleven, and Twelve. On April 7, 2014, Plaintiff filed an Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and a Supplemental Memorandum in Support of 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, moving for summary judgment on the same 
causes of action. 
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On September 12, 2014, Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie Watkins 
filed an Objection to Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. On 
September 15, 2014, Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins filed an 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment. Defendants Brian D. Watkins 
and Robynlee Watkins also filed an Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment on September 24, 2014. 
Standard of Review 
Summary judgment is appropriate if the pleadings, affidavits, and discovery 
documents on file with the court demonstrate no material issue of fact such that the 
moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law. Brewer v. Wash. RSA No. 8 
Ltd. P'ship, 145 Idaho 735, 738, 184 P.3d 860, 863 (2008). The burden of proof is on 
the moving party to demonstrate the absence of a genuine issue of material fact. 
Rouse v. Household Fin. Corp., 144 Idaho 68, 70, 156 P.3d 569, 571 (2007). In 
construing the facts, the court must draw all reasonable factual inferences in favor of the 
non-moving party. MacKay v. Four Rivers Packing Co., 145 Idaho 408, 410, 179 P.3d 
1064, 1066 (2008). If reasonable people can reach different conclusions as to the facts, 
then the motion must be denied. Ashby v. Hubbard, 100 Idaho 67, 593 P.2d 402 
(1979). 
Where the party moving for summary judgment will not carry the burden of 
production or proof at trial, the "genuine issue of material fact" burden may be met by 
establishing the absence of evidence on an element that the non-moving party will be 
required to prove at trial. Hines v. Hines, 129 Idaho 847, 852, 934 P .2d 20, 25 (1997). 
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Once such an absence of evidence has been established, the burden then shifts 
to the party opposing the motion to establish, through further depositions, discovery 
responses or affidavits, that there is indeed a genuine issue for trial, or to offer a valid 
justification for the failure to do so under I.R.C.P. 56(f). Dunnick v. Elder, 126 Idaho 
308, 311, 882 P.2d 475, 478 (Ct. App. 1994). 
Summary Judgment Is Denied on the Fourth Cause of Action Because there Is a 
Genuine Issue of Material Fact Regarding the Validity of the Settlement and 
Release Agreement and the Compensation Agreement 
On March 2, 2009, before his power of attorney was revoked, Brian executed the 
following documents: 
1. Settlement and Release Agreement in favor of himself 
(Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Supp. Pl.'s Mot. 
Summ. J., Ex. K, Oct. 9, 2013); 
2. Compensation Agreement in favor of himself (Declaration 
of Arthur Donald Watkins in Supp. Pl.'s Mot. Summ. J., 
Ex. L, Oct. 9, 2013); 
3. Compensation Agreement in favor of Doug (Declaration 
of Arthur Donald Watkins in Supp. Pl.'s Mot. Summ. J., 
Ex. M, Oct. 9, 2013); 
4. Compensation Agreement in favor of Robynlee Watkins 
(Brian's wife) (Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in 
Supp. Pl.'s Mot. Summ. J., Ex. N, Oct. 9, 2013); and 
5. Compensation Agreement in favor of Gene (Declaration 
of Arthur Donald Watkins in Supp. Pl.'s Mot. Summ. J., 
Ex. 0, Oct. 9, 2013). 
These documents require the Plaintiff to pay a monthly sum to his sons until the sons' 
death and then continue paying the sons' respective surviving spouses. 
Plaintiff asks the Court to rescind and declare void all of these documents. 
Plaintiff argues that Brian lacked the authority to execute the documents and therefore, 
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the Court should declare the agreements void. Plaintiff claims that he never intended to 
compensate his sons for their lifetimes but only as long as they were working for him. 
Defendants dispute these factual assertions. Defendants claim that Plaintiff did promise 
to compensate them indefinitely for injuries they received while working for Plaintiff. 
The Court cannot resolve this claim as a matter of law due to the factual disputes. 
Summary judgment is not appropriate on this count. 
Summary Judgment Is Denied on Cause of Action Ten - Breach of Contract 
(Brian) - Because there Is a Genuine Issue of Material Fact Regarding Damages 
The Tenth Cause of Action in the First Amended Complaint alleges that, in 1984, 
Defendant Brian contracted to purchase a 13% interest in the nursing home owned by 
Don and Florence Watkins and subsequently defaulted. According to the First 
Amended Complaint, Brian has not made a payment since March 2009 and, as of 
December 1, 2010, owed $208,205.24. It is inappropriate for the Court to grant 
summary judgment on this claim because there is a genuine issue of material fact 
regarding the amount Brian owes. Some of the differing figures are set forth below. 
SOURCE OF CLAIM AMOUNT OWED OWED AS OF DATE 
Pl.'s First Am. Compl. $208,205.24 December 1, 2010 
Pl.'s Am. Mtn. Summ. J. $ 451,302.60 March 1, 2014 
(Apr. 7, 2014). 
Aff. Brian Watkins, Ex. F $ 200,604.26 December 1 , 2009 
(Sept. 15, 2014). 
Supplemental Declaration of $221,556.82 December 1, 2013 
Steven Neighbors, Ex. C 
(Apr. 7, 2014). 
Denise McClure: Second $ 235,356.00 May 2, 2009 
Addendum Expert Witness $ 511,540.00 September 30, 2013 
Report at 11 (Mar. 11, 2014). $ 551,074.00 February 1, 2014 
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Even accounting for the different dates, the amounts cannot be reconciled such 
that summary judgment is appropriate. 
Summary Judgment Is Denied on Cause of Action Eleven - Breach of Contract 
(Doug) - Because There Is a Genuine Issue of Material Fact Regarding Damages 
The Eleventh Cause of Action in the First Amended Complaint alleges that in 
1984, Defendant Doug contracted to purchase a 13% interest in the nursing home 
owned by Don and Florence Watkins and subsequently defaulted. According to the 
First Amended Complaint, Doug has not made a payment since April 2009 and, as of 
December 1, 2009, owed $205,260.26. It is inappropriate for the Court to grant 
summary judgment on this claim because there is a genuine issue of material fact 
regarding the amount Doug owes. Some of the differing figures are set forth below. 
SOURCE OF CLAIM AMOUNT OWED OWED AS OF DATE 
Pl.'s First Am. Campi. $ 205,260.26 December 1, 2009 
Pl.'s Am. Mtn. Summ. J. $ 405,036.94 March 1, 2014 
(Apr. 7, 2014). 
Aff. Brian Watkins, Ex. E $ 205,260.26 December 1 , 2009 
(Sept. 15, 2014). 
Supplemental Declaration of $221,556.82 December 1, 2014 
Steven Neighbors, Ex. A 
(Apr. 7, 2014). 
Denise McClure: Second $ 235,356.00 August 2, 2010 
Addendum Expert Witness $414,415.00 September 30, 2013 
Report at 11 (Mar. 11, 2014). $ 446,442.00 February 1, 2014 
Summary Judgment Is Denied on Cause of Action Twelve - Breach of Contract 
(Gene) - Because there Is a Genuine Issue of Material Fact Regarding Damages 
The Twelfth Cause of Action in the First Amended Complaint alleges that in 
1984, Defendant Gene contracted to purchase a 13% interest in the nursing home 
owned by Don and Florence Watkins and subsequently refused to pay the amounts due 
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and owing. According to the First Amended Complaint, "Plaintiff has been unable to 
discover the total amount owing under Gene's Note, the extent to which Gene is in 
arrears on Gene's Note, and Gene's payment history." Pl.'s First Am. Campi. ,I 147 at 
26-27. 
Although the First Amended Complaint does not allege a specific amount Gene 
owes, Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment alleges that Defendant Gene owes 
$674,285.84 to Plaintiff as of March 1, 2014. As with the prior two causes of action, 
there are discrepancies in the amount owed. 
SOURCE OF CLAIM AMOUNT OWED OWED as of this DATE 
Aff. Brian Watkins, Ex. A $ 240,232.00 December 1, 2013 
(Sept. 15, 2014). 
Supplemental Declaration $ 260,965.27 December 1, 2006 
of Steven Neighbors, Ex. E 
(Apr. 7, 2014). 
Denise McClure: Second $ 274,882.00 September 2, 2009 
Addendum Expert Witness $570,141.00 September 30, 2013 
Report at 11 (Mar. 11, $ 614,204.00 February 1, 2014 
2014). 
Even if some of these discrepancies can be reconciled, not all can be reconciled. 
On a motion for summary judgment, the Court views the evidence in the light most 
favorable to the non-moving party. Viewing these discrepancies in favor of Defendant 
Gene, a genuine issue of material fact exists with respect to damages. 
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Conclusion 
Plaintiff's motion for partial summary judgment is denied with respect to all 
counts. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 14th day of October 2014. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Plaintiff') respectfully moves the Court to reconsider 
its Order Denying Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, filed October 14, 2014, and 
enter an order only as to liability under the Nursing Home Contracts 1 as follows: 
1 As throughout this litigation, Plaintiff uses the term "Nursing Home Contract" to refer to the agreements 
Defendants Brian D. Watkins, Arnold Douglas Watkins, and Donald Eugene Watkins made with Plaintiff for the 
purchase of a nursing home in Seattle, Washington, from Plaintiff, as amended. (Don Deel. in Supp. Mot. Partial 
Summ. J. Exs. A-1.) 
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1. Count Ten· Breach of Contract. Defendant Brian D. Watkins defaulted on his 
payment obligation under his Nursing Home Contract on May 2, 2009, and 
remains in default thereunder. 
2. Count Eleven· Breach of Contract. Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins 
defaulted on his payment obligation under his Nursing Home Contract on August 
2, 2010, and remains in default thereunder. 
3. Count Twelve· Breach of Contract. Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins 
defaulted on his payment obligation under his Nursing Home Contract on August 
2, 2010, and remains in default thereunder. 
This Motion is supported by the Memorandum in Support, which follows. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
I. BACKGROUND 
Under the Nursing Home Contracts, Defendants Brian D. Watkins ("Brian"), Arnold 
Douglas Watkins ("Doug"), and Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene") (collectively "Defendants") 
agreed to make monthly payments to Plaintiff for a nursing home they purchased from Plaintiff. 
Plaintiff filed the Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("Partial MSJ") on April 7, 
2014, asking the Court to enter an order finding Defendants in default of their respective Nursing 
Home Contracts for failing to make payments when they came due on certain specific dates and 
to find total damages in certain amounts. Collectively, Plaintiffs claims for liability and 
damages under the Nursing Home Contracts are referred to as the "Nursing Home Claims." 
The Court rejected the Nursing Home Claims in its Order Denying Plaintiffs Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment ("Partial MSJ Order") on the grounds that damages were uncertain, 
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but did not address liability. Defendants do not dispute their liability on the Nursing Home 
Claims, so the Court should reconsider its Partial MSJ Order accordingly by entering an order on 
Defendants' liability as requested. 
II. GOVERNING STANDARD 
A party may file a motion for reconsideration of any interlocutory order any time before 
the Court enters a final judgment. I.R.C.P. 1 l(a)(2)(B). Thus, it is proper to request that the 
Court reconsider its ruling on a motion for summary judgment. Agrisource, Inc. v. Johnson, ---
Idaho---, 332 P.3d 815, 823 (2014). "The decision to grant or deny a request for reconsideration 
generally rests in the sound discretion of the trial court." Jordan v. Beeks, 135 Idaho 586, 592, 21 
P.3d 908, 914 (2001). 
III. ARGUMENT 
A. The Court Should Hold That Brian, Doug, and Gene Are in Default on Their 
Nursing Home Contracts 
"A summary judgment, interlocutory in character, may be rendered on the issue of 
liability alone although there is a genuine issue as to the amount of damages. Such judgment, 
when appropriate, may be rendered for or against any party to the action." I.R.C.P. 56(c); accord 
Allen v. Moyle, 84 Idaho 18, 23,367 P.2d 579,582 (1961). 
In the Partial MSJ Order, the Court refused to grant summary judgment to Plaintiff on his 
Nursing Home Claims solely because the Court determined that a fact question exists as to 
damages. (Partial MSJ Order 5-7.) Indeed, the Court noted in its various section headings that it 
was denying the Partial MSJ Motion as to each of Brian, Doug, and Gene "Because There Is a 
Genuine Issue of Material Fact Regarding Damages." (Id. at 5-6.) The Court did not discuss 
Defendants' liability on the Nursing Home Claims. However, because none of the Defendants 
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contest liability, the Court should enter summary judgment by holding that Defendants defaulted 
on their payments under the Nursing Home Contracts. 
1. Brian Defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of May 2, 2009 (Count 10) 
In Plaintiffs Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment, filed April 7, 2014 ("Partial MSJ Brief'), Plaintiff discussed in detail the facts 
showing how Brian defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract payments as of May 2, 2009. 
(Partial MSJ Brief 8-9.) Brian's briefing does not dispute this fact. (Def.'s Opp. to Partial MSJ, 
Sep. 19, 2014, at 7-8.) Brian, in fact, admitted in his affidavit opposing the Partial MSJ that "the 
last time that that I made a payment on the Nursing Home contract was April 2009," and "I 
hereby acknowledge that the purchase price of the Nursing Home contract is not fully paid for." 
(Brian Aff., Sep. 26, 2014, ff 10-11.) He also flatly stated that he "failed to make payments on 
the Nursing Home contract." (/d. <J[ 14.) 
Accordingly, the Court should enter summary judgment on Count 10 of the First 
Amended Complaint as to liability by holding that Brian defaulted on his Nursing Home 
Contract as of May 2, 2009, and that such default is continuing. 
2. Doug Defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of August 2, 2010 (Count 
11) 
Plaintiff has identified in his previous briefing the facts showing that Doug defaulted on 
his Nursing Home Contract. (Mem in Supp. Pl.'s MSJ, Oct. 9, 2013, at 9-10; Partial MSJ Brief 
8.) Doug admitted during discovery that he stopped making payments in July 2010. (Wieland 
Deel., Oct. 9, 2013, lnterrog. No. 20.) Nowhere in his submissions to the Court does Doug 
dispute the default date or that he is liable for breaching the Nursing Home Contract. The Court 
should therefore enter summary judgment on Count 11 of the First Amended Complaint as to 
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liability by holding that Doug defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of August 2, 2010, and 
that such default is continuing. 
3. Gene Defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of September 2, 2009 (Count 
12) 
Plaintiff has already explained how the record conclusively shows that Gene defaulted on 
his Nursing Home Contract payments as of September 2, 2009. (Partial MSJ Brief 9-10.) Gene 
offered no briefing to dispute this fact. 
Gene did submit an affidavit in which he stated, "I do not believe that I owe any monies 
to the Plaintiff on the nursing home contract." (Gene Aff., Sep. 12, 2014, 'f 8.) It is unclear 
whether this assertion relates to liability, damages, or both. In any event, to support his 
subjective belief, Gene cited only a 1998 amendment to the contract. A paragraph in the 1998 
amendment recites that Plaintiff has "little or no true or net equity left owing to [him]" under the 
Nursing Home Contracts. (Gene Aff. Ex. B 'IC.) Of course, what a Nursing Home Contract 
amendment says is hearsay for the purpose of showing whether Gene is liable for missing 
payments due under the agreement. Further, as Plaintiff fully developed in his objection to 
Gene's Affidavit, the quoted contract language does not actually suggest that Gene no longer 
must make payments to Plaintiff. (Pl.'s Resp. to Gene Aff., Sep. 22, 2014, 7-9.) The amendment 
merely states that Plaintiff has low net equity in the Nursing Home Contracts because Plaintiff, 
the original project owner, owed a significant amount of debt to a lender on the nursing home. 
Accordingly, the Court should enter summary judgment on Count 12 of the First Amended 
Complaint as to liability by holding that Gene defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract as of 
September 2, 2009, and that such default is continuing. 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL 





Plaintiff prays that the Court enter summary judgment as to liability against the 
Defendants as requested by ~tiff . 
DATED THis,__,?!..-day of November, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
At omeys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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106 E. 4th Street, 2nd Floor 
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D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
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D Overnight Mail 
[Attorneys for Defendants Brian and Robynlee 
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P.O. Box 21 
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[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
B7I'elecopy 541-296-6421 
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D Overnight Mail 
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COME NOW. Defendant/Counterclaimants ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINSt by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius & 
Associates, PLLC, and herby submit this Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration of 
this Court's Order denying their Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. Because this Court's 
Order was correctly entered, the present motion should be denied in its entirety. 
INTRODUCTION 
This case revolves around a dispute between Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
(hereinafter, "Plaintiff" or "Don") and certain family members including his son Arnold Douglas 
Watkins (hereinafter. "Doug") and his wife Virginia Watkins. Plaintiff has asserted multiple 
causes of action arising out of alleged misconduct on the part of his son Brian Watkins with 
respect to the Power of Attorney that gave Brian extensive control and management over 
Plaintiffs finances. 
In addition, Doug and Virginia initiated a counterclaim seeking enforcement of the 
Compensation Agreement which states that Doug is entitled to $3,000 per month beginning 
March 2009 and continuing until his death. 
This Court heard cross-motions for summary judgment on all issues on September 29, 
2014. Thereafter, this Court entered its which dismissed all claims of fraud against Doug and 
Virginia. Order Denying in Part and Granting in Part, Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins' and 
Virginia Watkins• Amended Motion for Summary Judgment. This Court also entered its Order 
Denying Plaintiff a Motion for Partial Summary Judgment which declined to grant Plaintiff 
sununary judgment on any issue. 
Plaintiff now seeks reconsideration of Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment by requesting that this Court grant summary judgment as to Doug's liability 
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on the Nursing Home Contracts. Because this Court's previous decision was properly made and 
because Plaintiff has failed to come forth with any new or additional evidence, there is no basis 
for this Court to reconsider its previous ruling. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Applicable Standard 
Rule l l(a)(2)(B) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure permits a party to move for 
reconsideration of an interlocutory order at any time before the entry of final judgment. I.R.C.P. 
ll(a)(2)(B). The decision of whether to grant or deny a motion for reconsideration is 
discretionary. Antim v. Fred Meyer Stores, Inc., 150 Idaho 774,782,251 P.3d 602,610 (Ct.App. 
2011) (citing Campbell v. Reagan, 144 Idaho 254, 258, 159 P.3d 891, 895 (2007)). ''[A] court 
may reconsider its legal rulings before a final judgment has been entered." Farmers Nat'/ Bank 
v. Shirey, 126 Idaho 63, 68,878 P.2d 762, 767 (1994). 
The Idaho Court of Appeals has held that the absence of new evidence accompanying a 
motion for reconsideration does not, standing alone, require that the motion be denied. Johnson 
v. Lambros, 143 Idaho 468, 473, 147 P.3d 100, 105 (Ct. App. 2006). If the movant, however, 
does not produce any additional information with a motion for reconsideration, the trial court's 
decision is examined in light of the evidence before it when it rendered its initial findings and 
conclusions. Johnson, 143 Idaho at 474, 147 P.3d at 106. "[l]f a trial court's conclusions were 
correct on the previous record, and it does not thereafter receive any information that would 
change its previous ruling, there is no basis for it to overturn its initial decision." Johnson, 143 
Idaho at 473, 147 P.3d at 105. 
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B. Plaintiff has failed to establish any amount due under tile nursing home contrad 
In its Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment (hereinafter, 
44Qrder'jt this Court properly denied Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment on Cause of 
Action 11 for breach of contract against Defendant Arthur Douglas Watkins ("Doug''). 
Specifically, this Court found that summary judgment was not appropriate because ''there is a 
genuine issue of material fact regarding the amount Doug owes." Order, p. 6. In fact, the Court 
correctly noted that some of the figures claimed and provided by the Plaintiff himself vary from 
$205,260.26 to $446,442.00. Id. 
It is important to note that Plaintiff has not provided this Court any additional evidence 
regarding the issue of exactly what it claims is due and owing. In his Motion to Reconsider 
Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and Memorandum tn Support, 
Plaintiff acknowledges on the one hand that this Court simply could not reconcile the drastically 
differing amounts it claimed due and on the other hand requests that this Court reconsider its 
previous decision. Plain1iff implicitly argues that liability on the series of written agreements . 
referred to as the "Nursing Home Contracts" is a simple issue that is easily resolved on summary 
judgment. This begs the question as to why Plaintiff is unable to calculate with any specificity or 
certainty what is supposedly due and owing. This is not a simple matter of saying various 
numbers have been proffered so "something" must be due and owing from Doug. Plaintiff's utter 
failure in providing this Court a meaningful statement of what is claimed owing indeed goes one 
step further. By failing to settle on one nwnber it claims due and owing. Plaintiff has failed to 
establish that anything is due and owing from Doug. As a result, genuine issues of fact regarding 
liability on the Nursing Home Contracts-as well as damages,--.-arc in dispute. 
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In other words, when the fact that Plaintifrs own experts cannot agree as to an amount 
claimed due on the Nursing Home Contracts is viewed in a light most favorable to Defendants, 
this Court must find that Plaintiff has failed to establish that any amowit is currently dti.e and 
owing. As such, summary judgment as to liability is simply inappropriate. 
C. Material issues of fact remain unre1olved regarding the issue of offset 
As argued previously, Doug is entitled to compensation from Plaintiff pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement. Through the deposition of Don Watkins and the Power of Attorney 
that was executed, it has been established that Brian had both actual and apparent authority to 
enter into the Compensation Agreement. 
As of September 1, 2014, Doug is owed a total of $268,323.95 pursuant to the 
Compensation Agreement and that amount continues to grow every month. See Declaration of 
·Doug Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, Ex. A. 
Moreover, because the amount owed to Doug constitutes unpaid wages wider Idaho law, it is 
required that that amount be trebled. See Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary 
Judgment, pp. 27-29 (on file herein). 
Because this amowit exceeds the amount claimed due on the Nursing Home Contracts by 
the Plaintiff, genuine issues of material fact exist as to whether anything at all is owed on the 
Nursing Home Contracts. Therefore, Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsideration should be denied. 
D. The terms of the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment raise genuine issues ot' 
material fact that preclude this Court from p-aoting summary judgment on liability 
In his affidavit, Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene'~ states that he does not owe monies to 
the Plaintiff on the nursing home contract. In support of this position, he cites to a Second Real 
Estate Contract Amendment signed by he and Don Watkins. Doug signed an identical addendum 
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to the contract. See Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment, F.x. A-C (onjile herein). 
As argued by Gene, this amendment raises genuine issues of material fact as to whether 
there is any continuing obligation wider tJie Nursing Home Contracts and as to whether any of 
the Defendants are in breach. Therefore. summary judgment should be denied. 
CONCLUSION 
As set forth above, genuine issues of material fact exist that precludes this Court from 
entering summary judgment in favor Plaintiff and, as such, the Motion for Reconsideration 
should be denied. 
..,_ 
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e 
Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins ("Plaintiff''), by and through counsel of record, Hawley 
Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, submits this Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion to 
Reconsider Order Denying Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins ("Doug") contends that, since there is disagreement 
over how much he owes under the Nursing Home Contracts, it follows that there is no evidence 
that Plaintiff suffered any damage at all and therefore the Court should not find him liable. 
However, since the uncontested evidence shows that Doug and Virginia, as well as Defendants 
Brian D. Watkins ("Brian") and Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene"), all missed payments that 
REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RECONSIDER ORDER 
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came due, there is no genuine issue of fact as to their liability for breach. The only issue that 
remains is a calculation of damages. 1 
II. ARGUMENT 
A. The Court Should Grant Summary Judgment on Liability Because There Is No 
Dispute That There Are Overdue Payments on the Nursing Home Contracts 
Page 5 
Doug does not deny that he is in default by suggesting that he timely made all payments 
as they came due under the Nursing Home Contracts. Instead, he contends that, since it is unclear 
how much remains unpaid (including interest), "Plaintiff has failed to establish that anything is 
due and owing from Doug." (Doug Opp. Br. 4 (emphasis in original).) Doug's argument, 
essentially, is that uncertainty over the amount of damage is equivalent to uncertainty over the 
existence of damage. 
Doug's position contradicts the plain language of I.R.C.P. 56(c), which permits the Court 
to enter an interlocutory judgment "on the issue of liability alone although there is a genuine 
issue as to the amount of damages." The Rule permits courts to determine liability even though 
the amount of damage is still subject to a factual dispute. Cf Clear v. Marvin, 83 Idaho 399,400, 
363 P.2d 355, 355 (1961) (per curiam) (refusing to take appellate jurisdiction over an 
interlocutory summary-judgment order on liability). 
Case law from jurisdictions with rules similar to LR.C.P. 56 bears out Plaintiff's view of 
the Rule. Summary judgment on liability is appropriate even if the Plaintiff has provided no 
l Although this Memorandum generally addresses arguments that appear in Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Morion for Reconsideration ("Doug Opp.''), filed November 17, 2014, this Memorandum 
should be construed to respond to the same arguments to the extent that Defendant Brian D. Watkins, et ux., and 
Donald Eugene Watkins, et ux., adopt them in their respective Joinder[s] of Opposition to Motion for 
Reconsideration. 
Nothing in this Memorandum is intended to suggest that there is a genuine issue as to the amounts that 
Brian, Doug, or Gene owe on their Nursing Home Contracts. 
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damage calculations at all. Bean v. Pearson Educ., Inc., 949 F. Supp. 2d 941,950 (D. Ariz. 
2013). Thus, where a debtor has failed to make required payments under a contract or 
promissory note, trial courts routinely grant summary judgment on liability even though the 
creditor has not conclusively calculated damages. E.g. Birmingham Assocs., LLC v. Strauss, 
2013-0hio-4289, ii 12-15 (Ct. App.); Banco Panamericano, Inc. v. Consortium Serv. Mgmt. 
Group, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 75326, at *28-3 l, 2008 WL 4006764 (N.D. Ill. Aug. 26, 2008); 
Associates Commer. Corp. v. Smith, 1994 Mass. Super. LEXIS 136, at* 6, 1994 WL 878760 
(Mass. Super. Ct. Sept. 22, 1994). These cases demonstrate a common-sense principle. If a 
debtor defaults on a written instrument to pay money, it is self-evident that creditor has been 
damaged-the debtor has defaulted because the debtor failed to make a payment that is now 
overdue and, moreover, might now owe the creditor interest and/or fees. 
Further, no one suggests that Doug and Brian simply owe nothing at all. Doug has 
admitted during discovery that he defaulted on his Nursing Home Contract when he stopped 
making full $1,645.00 payments as they came due beginning August 1, 2010. (Wieland Deel., 
Oct. 9, 2013, Interrog. 20.) Denise McClure, Plaintiff's expert forensic accountant, confirmed 
this fact after reviewing the documents herself. (McClure Deel. Oct. 9, 2013, 'f 7.) Once Doug 
defaulted, Doug's Nursing Home Contract was accelerated and the full balance became 
immediately due with default interest accruing thereafter. (Arthur Donald Watkins Deel., Oct. 9, 
2013, Ex. A, at 11.) Doug offers nothing to dispute these facts, nor does he suggest that he had 
fully paid off his Nursing Home Contract by the time he stopped making the required payments. 
Doug was in default as of August 2, 2010, and all that remains to be adjudicated is damages. 
REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RECONSIDER ORDER 
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Similarly, Brian has expressly admitted both in his deposition and by affidavit that he 
made his last $1,645.00 payment in April 2009. (Wieland Supp. Deel., Apr. 7, 2014, Ex. A 
("Brian Dep."), 239:19-21 ~ Brian Aff. Sep. 26, 2014, <J[ 10.) Further, Brian admits that past-due 
amounts remain owing on his Nursing Home Contract. (Brian Dep. 324:4-6; Brian Aff., Sep. 26, 
2014, (j( 11.) Again, Ms. McClure confirmed these facts upon analyzing the documents herself. 
(McClure Deel. Oct. 9, 'l[ 8.) Thus, when Brian failed to make his May 1, 2009, payment, the 
balance on the contract was accelerated with default interest accruing thereafter. Brian was in 
default as of May 2, 2009, and all that remains to be adjudicated is damages. 
Last, Gene admitted during his deposition that he is in default on his Nursing Home 
Contract. (Wieland Supp. Deel., Apr. 7, 2014, Ex. B, at 107:19-108:2, 110:4-8.) Ms. McClure 
confirmed that Gene began missing his $1,645.00 payments starting with the one that came due 
on September 1, 2009. (McClure Deel. Oct. 9, '11 10-11; see also Gene Answer 'l[ II.) Gene was 
in default as of September 2, 2009, and all that remains to be adjudicated is damages. 
In short, all of the evidence in the record demonstrates that Doug, Brian, and Gene have 
missed payments under their Nursing Home Contracts that remain due and owing. They are 
therefore in breach and have caused actual damage to Plaintiff by failing to make those payments 
along with default interest that has accrued. The Court can enter summary judgment on liability. 
B. The Court Should Enter Summary Judgment on Liability Without Addressing 
Doug's Counterclaim for an "Offset" 
Doug claims an "offset" because Doug has asserted counterclaims for amounts that 
Plaintiff supposedly owes to Doug under Doug's Compensation Agreement. (Doug Opp. Br. 5.) 
In other words, Doug contends that the Court should not grant summary judgment against him 
REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RECONSIDER ORDER 
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44797.0001.7075416.1 
001177
11/20/2014 4:06:25 PM. Christine Pierce Hawley Troxell • 
under the Nursing Home Contracts because he has brought counterclaims arising under a 
completely different agreement, his Compensation Agreement. (Doug Countercl. 9[<J[ 20-30.) 
Page 8 
Plaintiff has already addressed Doug's "offset" claim in the Reply Memorandum in 
Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, Sep. 22, 2014 ("Partial MSJ 
Reply"), pages 7-8, and incorporates that argument and authority as if set forth fully herein. 
Doug's "offset" counterclaims are barred by the Nursing Home Agreement's express terms and 
are also barred by the statute of limitations. 
In addition, as explained in the Partial MSJ Reply, page 8, Doug's counterclaim is not a 
defense to Plaintiff's breach-of-contract claim. There is no legal reason for one party's pending 
counterclaim to prevent an opponent from attaining summary judgment on a distinct claim 
against that party. In one federal decision, for example, the plaintiff claimed payments were due 
and owing under contracts with the defendants, but the defendants argued that their 
counterclaims for damages arising from those contracts should be construed as a "defense" that 
should prevent the plaintiff from receiving summary judgment. Curtis Publishing Co. v. Church, 
Rickards & Co., 58 F.R.D. 594, 596-97 (E.D. Pa. 1973). The court rejected the defendants' 
argument and granted summary judgment, reasoning that "[the defendants'] only remedy is in a 
suit for damages. This may be raised in a counterclaim, but it does not create a defense for failing 
to remit moneys that [defendants] were not entitled to retain under the agreements." Id. at 598. 
Likewise, Doug must assert his counterclaims as independent claims, not as a defense to 
Plaintiff's breach-of-contract claims. 
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C. The Second Real Estate Contract Amendment Does Not Raise a Genuine Issue of 
Material Fact as to Liability Because It Is Irrelevant and Is Hearsay 
Last, Doug urges the Court to adopt Gene's argument that nothing is owing because the 
respective Second Real Estate Contract Amendments for each Nursing Home Contract include a 
sentence stating that "the contract vendors have little or no true or net equity left owing to them." 
(Doug Opp. Br. 5-6; Arthur Donald Watkins Deel., Oct. 9, 2013, Ex. C, at 1.) Plaintiff addressed 
this argument in the Partial MSJ Reply, page 6, as well as Plaintiff's Response to Objection and 
Affidavit of Donald Eugene Watkins and Plaintiff's Supplemental Memorandum in Support of 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Against Donald Eugene Watkins, Sep. 22, 2014, pages 7-
8. Plaintiff incorporates that argument and authority as if set forth fully herein. 
Ill. CONCLUSION 
None of the Defendants seriously contend that they have not defaulted on their Nursing 
Home Contracts or that they owe nothing under the Nursing Home Contracts. The Court can 
therefore enter summary judgment in Plaintiffs favor as to liability on Counts 10, 11, and 12 of 
the First Amended Complaint even if the Court believes that there is a disputed fact issue as to 
the amount of damages. 
,ti\. 
DATED THIS '2.D day of November, 2014. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By~ i'.wt 
S ~Wieland, ISB No. 8282 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
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Having fully considered Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins' ("Plaintiff') Amended Motion 
for Partial Summary Judgment, filed April 7, 2014, and Plaintiff's Motion to Reconsider Order 
Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, along with the briefing and evidence 
in the record and arguments of counsel, the Court GRANTS partial summary judgment to 
Plaintiff on certain claims in the First Amended Complaint pursuant to I.R.C.P. 56, as follows: 
1. Count Ten. As of May 2, 2009, Defendant Brian D. Watkins was in default of his 
payment obligation under the terms of the Real Estate Contract Undivided 13% 
Interest in Tenancy in Common, as amended by the Amendment to Real Estate 
Contract and the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, for failure to timely 
make the full $1,645.00 payment when due. A genuine issue of fact remains as to 
the amount of Plaintiff's damages. 
2. Count Eleven. As of August 2, 2010, Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins was in 
default of his payment obligation under the terms of the Real Estate Contract 
Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common, as amended by the Amendment 
to Real Estate Contract and the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, for 
failure to timely make the full $1,645.00 payment when due. A genuine issue of 
fact remains as to the amount of Plaintiff's damages. 
3. Count Twelve. As of September 2, 2010, Defendant Donald Eugene Watkins was 
in default of his payment obligation under the terms of the Real Estate Contract 
ORDER GRANTING PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON COUNTS 10, 
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Undivided 13% Interest in Tenancy in Common, as amended by the Amendment 
to Real Estate Contract and the Second Real Estate Contract Amendment, for 
failure to timely make the full $1,645.00 payment when due. A genuine issue of 
fact remains as to the amount of Plaintiff's damages. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED THIS ____f°ctay of~ , 2014. 
District Judge 
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Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins, by and through counsel of record, Hawley Troxell 
Ennis & Hawley LLP, submits this Pre-Trial Memorandum pursuant to the Order Setting Trial 
Date and Pretrial Deadlines, January 6, 2014. 
I. 
INTRODUCTION 
Plaintiff allowed Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian") to manage his assets and 
business affairs from the mid-1990s to 2009, when Plaintiff discovered that Brian had 
misappropriated millions of dollars from his personal estate and from trusts of which he is a 
beneficiary. Plaintiffs claims fall into three broad categories: (1) nullification of a series of 
agreements purporting to bind Plaintiff to make monthly payments to several of the defendants 
for the rest of their lives, (2) to recover amounts from Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
("Doug"), Donald Eugene Watkins ("Gene"), and Brian remaining unpaid on certain contracts to 
purchase a Seattle nursing home (the "Nursing Home Contracts"), and (3) to recover against 
PLAINTIFF'S PRETRIAL MEMORANDUM - 2 
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1. In 1984, Plaintiff, Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don") and his wife, Florence 
Watkins ("Florence") had six children. They include: Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian") 
who is married to Defendant Robynlee Watkins ("Robynlee"); Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins ("Doug") who is married to Defendant Virginia Watkins ("Virginia"); and Donald 
Eugene Watkins ("Gene") who is married to Defendant Katie Watkins ("Katie"). Don and 
Florence also had three daughters: Sharon Marie Wadsworth ("Sharon") who is married to 
George Wadsworth ("George"); Janet LaRue Thomson ("Janet") who is married to William Jay 
Thomson ("Jay"); and Patricia Ann Saliby ("Pat") who is married to Randall Saliby 
("Randall"). 
2. In 1984, Don and Florence owned, among extensive assets, a nursing home (the 
"Nursing Home") in Seattle, Washington. The operation of the Nursing Home was conducted 
by a lessee of the home. 
3. In August of 1984, Don and Florence sold their interest in the Nursing Home to 
their six children, the Bakers who managed a ranch in Ada County for Don and Florence and 
Carolyn Pavloff ("Mrs. Pavlofr') who managed the Nursing Home. Each of the children 
acquired a 17% interest in the Nursing Home for the agreed price of $676,000 per child, of 
which each child paid $65,000 down payment. The balance of $611,000, is evidenced by a Real 
Estate Contract (sometimes referred to as a "Note") with each child that was to be paid in equal 
monthly installments of $5,590 and bear interest at 9% annually, compounded monthly, using a 




360 day year. To the extent permitted by Washington law, any overdue interest or other 
delinquent payments were to increase the principal of the unpaid obligation. The Real Estate 
Contracts were amended effective December 1, 1995, reducing the monthly payments to $2,800 
and again effective January 1, 1999, reducing the monthly payments to $1,645. 
4. Florence executed her Last Will and Testament in 1987 ("Florence's Will"). 
Florence's Will created two trusts referred to as the Husband's Trust and the Exemption Trust 
(the "Trusts"), naming Don as the primary beneficiary and as the initial trustee of both Trusts. 
As primary beneficiary, Don was entitled to receive the income from the assets of each Trust 
annually or more frequently as needed. 
5. Florence died in July 1988. At the time of her death, Don and Florence owned 
extensive assets, including but not limited to: the Real Estate Contracts for the sale of the 
Nursing Home, RCC Reserves, cash, stocks, notes receivable, other contracts receivable, 
personal property consisting of farm and ranch equipment, livestock, BLM and Forest Service 
Permits, household goods, motor vehicles, and real estate. The real estate included their Boise 
Home, a home on Tioga in Ada County, a cabin in Valley County, Cloverdale Road Property and 
other real estate located at Pine View, at Simco Road, and near Swan Falls, collectively referred 
to as the "Ranch", Crestview Apartments in Seattle, Washington, a house in Utah, a house in 
Wyoming, unimproved property in Tukwila, Washington, an arena in Ada County, vacant lots in 
Garden Valley, Idaho, and property in Ada County located at and known as Locust Grove. 
6. The assets were allocated to the Husband's Trust, the Exemption Trust and Don's 
personal estate. Subsequent to Florence's death, Don acquired full ownership of the real estate 
known as the Ranch together with the equipment and livestock associated with the Ranch. He 
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also acquired full ownership of the property known as Locust Grove. Don also acquired property 
known as the Bruce Motel in Riggins, Idaho. 
7. Don resigned as the trustee of the Trusts on or about April 16, 1993 and at that 
time, Brian, Gene and George began serving as Co-trustees of the Trusts. 
8. In 1996, Don and Florence's estate conveyed Crestview Apartments to the 
Exemption Trust. 
9. In 1997, to balance out the allocation of assets among Don, the Exemption Trust 
and the Husband's Trust, Don executed three promissory notes in the aggregate amount of 
$1,633,628.39 which became the property of the Husband's Trust. These notes were secured by 
encumbering Locust Grove and the properties that comprised the Ranch. 
10. Don's son, Brian, had been assisting Don with the operation of Don's business 
interests and was trusted by Don. On October 24, 2000, Don executed a General Power of 
Attorney appointing Brian as Don's attorney-in-fact ("General POA"). The General POA does 
not authorize Brian to gift Don's assets to Brian or anyone else. 
11. In 2000, Brian arranged for Don to sell the Ranch properties. Also in 2000, Brian 
arranged for Don to purchase a storage business that would later operate as Access Mini Storage 
of Nampa ("Access Storage"). 
12. In 2001, Brian arranged for Don to purchase a property in Nampa, Idaho that 
would be operated under the name Barritz Court Apartments ("Barritz Apartments"). 
13. In December 2002, Brian, acting as trustee of the Husband's Trust, forgave the 
three 1997 promissory notes from Don to the Husband's Trust, thereby allowing Locust Grove to 
be alienated free and clear of the encumbrances. 




14. On December 24, 2002, Brian arranged for Don to convey Locust Grove to 
A.D.W., L.L.C., and gift 96% of the company to the Watkins Family Irrevocable Trust for the 
benefit of Don's six children ("Watkins Family Trust"). 
15. On or about May 27, 2004, the Nursing Home owners (including Brian, Gene, 
Doug) sold the Nursing Home to an unrelated third party for $8.3 million. 
16. On or about October 27, 2004, Brian arranged for the acquisition of Country 
Square Shopping Center in Boise, Idaho for himself and his five siblings with proceeds from the 
Nursing Home sale. 
17. On or about November 18, 2006, Locust Grove was sold by A.D.W., LLC to a 
third party for $3,225,000. Each of Brian's siblings received $500,000 from the proceeds of the 
sale and Brian received between $631,100 and $654,300. 
18. On or about January 31, 2007, RVT Development Corporation, which was owned 
by Don's children, sold the Bruce Motel and Don's children received the sale proceeds of 
$450,000. 
19. While purportedly acting on Don's behalf, Brian executed Compensation 
Agreements that are dated March 2, 2009, purportedly between Don and each of Brian, Doug, 
Gene, and Robynlee. Brian also executed a Settlement & Release Agreement that is dated March 
2, 2009, purportedly on Don's behalf between Don and Brian. Each of said agreements purport 
to obligate Don to pay $3,000 per month (for a total monthly obligation of $15,000) to the 
respective party thereunder for life and, at death, to his/her spouse for the spouse's life. 
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20. On or about March 9, 2009, Don revoked the General POA. By letter dated 
March 24, 2009, Don notified Brian and his siblings that Brian's General POA had been 
revoked. 
21. On May 1, 2009, Brian failed to make a full payment on his Nursing Home 
Contract when it came due and full payments have not been made on the Nursing Home Contract 
since that date. 
22. On August 1, 2010, Doug failed to make a full monthly payment on his Nursing 
Home Contract when it came due and full payments have not been made on the Nursing Home 
Contract since that date. 
23. On September 1, 2010, Gene failed to make a full monthly payment on his 
Nursing Home Contract when it came due and full payments have not been made on the Nursing 
Home Contract since that date. 
24. On or about June 2, 2009, Crestview Apartments (owned by the Exemption 
Trust) satisfied its mortgage on Crestview Apartments. The mortgage holder for Crestview 
Apartments held a reserve account that was an asset of the Exemption Trust. Brian made 
demand for $231,793 of said funds which were released by the mortgage holder to Brian in his 
capacity as trustee of the Exemption Trust, without the knowledge or consent of Don. Brian kept 
the funds for his personal use. Brian has not returned said funds into the Exemption Trust nor 
accounted for his use of said funds. Brian acknowledges that he intercepted these funds and 
claims he was owed this amount by Don and the Exemption Trust for loans and expense 
reimbursements. The records do not substantiate Brian's claims. 
25. On August 18, 2009, Brian resigned as co-trustee of the Trusts. 




26. On November 6, 2009, Don filed a Complaint in the above-entitled court that 
initiated this lawsuit. 
27. On September 8, 2010, Steven G. Neighbors of Strategic & Operational 
Solutions, Inc. was appointed Don's Conservator. 
28. On or about September 15, 2011, Don executed a Resolution and Agreement with 
his daughters Janet, Pat, and Sharon. The Resolution and Agreement included Don's sons-in-law, 
George and Jay, in their capacities as trustees of the Trusts. The Settlement did not include 
Brian, Doug or Gene. As part of the settlement, George and Jay assigned to Don all of the 
Trusts' claims against Brian, Doug, and Gene. 
29. The First Amended Complaint was filed on February 10, 2012. 
III. 
CONTESTED FACTS 
1. From at least 1993 to March 9, 2009, Brian was primarily in control of Don's 
assets and business enterprises. During that time, Don relied exclusively on Brian for 
information about Don's financial affairs. 
2. Brian, with assistance from his wife, Robynlee, maintained the bookkeeping 
processes used to manage Don's businesses and properties. The records are inaccurate, 
incomplete and misleading, which made it very difficult to trace all of the transactions that were 
made by Brian using Don's assets. 
3. Don's assets were depleted by approximately $4.3 million during Brian's tenure 
as power of attorney and co-trustee. As of December 1999, approximately ten (10) months 
before Don granted Brian power of attorney, Don's assets were at least $5.5 million. By 




December 2009, nine (9) months after Brian's power of attorney was revoked, Don's gross assets 
were approximately $1.2 million. 
4. Between 2000 and 2008, in multiple transactions, Brian transferred $440,933.75 
from Don's business accounts to the account of RVT, the entity owned by Brian and his siblings 
that owned the Bruce Motel in Riggins, Idaho. Brian recorded $378,000 of that amount as 
"gifts" by Don to RVT. Don had no knowledge of the gifts and did not authorize Brian to make 
such gifts with Don's assets. The General POA did not include the power to make such gifts with 
Don's assets. Of the remaining funds, $26,395 was eventually returned to Don's accounts 
without interest, and the remainder ($34,655) was retained by RVT. The stolen funds were used 
to renovate the Bruce Motel, which was sold in January 2007 for $450,000. Brian and his 
siblings retained the benefit of the Bruce Motel sale proceeds. 
5. In 2002, Brian misrepresented to Don that Don had $2 million in the bank which 
would be enough for Don's support. Brian advised that Don should, therefore, transfer Locust 
Grove to Brian and his siblings because Don did not need the asset and he could avoid taxes by 
gifting it to Brian and his siblings. Don believed Brian and relied on Brian's misrepresentation. 
However, Don did not have $2 million in the bank prior to alienating Locust Grove as Brian 
represented. On December 24, 2002, Brian arranged for Don to convey Locust Grove to 
A.D.W., L.L.C., and gift 96% of the company to the Watkins Family Irrevocable Trust 
("Watkins Family Trust") for the benefit of Brian and his siblings. Thereafter, on August 8, 
2006, Locust Grove was sold for $3,225,000. At that time the members of ADW, LLC were Don 
(4%) and Brian and each of his siblings (16%). Brian and his siblings were meant to receive a 
distribution of $500,000 from the sale, but while his siblings received $500,000 each, Brian 
PLAINTIFF'S PRETRIAL MEMORANDUM - 9 
44787 .000 l. 7355792.1 
001193
• • 
received between $631,100 and $654,300 from the sale proceeds. As structured, Don was 
supposed to receive $124,725 from the sale, but there is no record that he actually received any 
of it and Brian has never accounted for it. 
6. When Brian and his siblings owned the Nursing Home it was encumbered by a 
mortgage held by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD Mortgage"). 
The Nursing Home could not be sold by its owners until the HUD Mortgage was fully paid. 
Brian arranged for Don to borrow $1,232,500.00 from Zions Bank in Boise, Idaho, to pay off the 
HUD Mortgage. Don obtained the loan from Zions Bank and encumbered the Access Storage 
property and the Barritz Apartments property as security for the obligation. Don understood and 
expected that the loan from Zions Bank would be paid off from the Nursing Home sale proceeds. 
Brian and his siblings, the Bakers, and Mrs. Pavloff sold their interest in the Nursing Home in 
2004 for $8.3 million, but none of the proceeds from the sale were used to pay off the Zion's 
obligation and Don was stuck with the debt. 
7. After the Nursing Home was sold in 2004, Brian: (a) shorted Don over $187,000 
of the proceeds from the sale to which Don was entitled, (b) shorted the Husband's Trust (and 
Don by way of being the primary beneficiary) $6,600 of the proceeds to which the Husband's 
Trust was entitled, and (c) failed to account for $118,127 of distributions either to cash or 
unidentified recipients. 
8. While purportedly acting on Don's behalf, Brian executed Compensation 
Agreements that are dated March 2, 2009, purportedly between Don and each of Brian, Doug, 
Gene, and Robynlee. Brian also executed a Settlement & Release Agreement that is dated March 
2, 2009, purportedly on Don's behalf between Don and Brian. Each of said agreements purport 




to obligate Don to pay $3,000 per month (for a total monthly obligation of $15,000) to the 
respective party thereunder for life and, at death, to his/her spouse for the spouse's life. Don did 
not authorize Brian to execute or deliver said Compensation Agreements or the Settlement & 
Release Agreement and had no knowledge of them until after they were created by Brian. The 
General POA contains no authority for the execution and delivery of the agreements by Brian. 
Don denies any liability under them and seeks an order of the court nullifying all of the 
agreements. The 2009 Settlement and Release Agreement purportedly was created by Brian to 
replace and supersede a Settlement and Release Agreement between Don and Brian that is dated 
in 2003. Don also denies the validity of the earlier agreement and is seeking an order of the court 
nullifying the earlier agreement as well as the 2009 agreement. 
9. On or about April 13, 2009, after the Crestview Apartments mortgage was 
satisfied in full and the mortgage reserves released to Crestview Apartments, Brian, as a trustee 
of the Exemption Trust (the owner of Crestview Apartments), withdrew $231,792.76 of the 
mortgage reserves from the Crestview Apartments account without authorization. Those amounts 
belonged to the Exemption Trust. Brian personally retained and converted the $231,792.76 to his 
personal benefit in violation of his duties as trustee and as attorney-in-fact. 
10. Brian commingled his personal funds and accounts with the funds and accounts of 
Don and tampered with and/or deleted information from QuickBooks files relating to Don's 
assets, including at least $158,327 of write-offs and deletions that reduced Brian's debt to Don 
without justification. He has failed to properly account for his activities as attorney-in-fact and 
trustee. 






1. Losses due to Brian's commingling of Don's assets with those of third parties, as 
described in the Expert Report of Denise McClure and associated addenda. 
2. Losses due to Brian's failure to account to Don for assets entrusted to him as 
attorney-in-fact and/or co-trustee, as described in the Expert Report of Denise McClure and 
associated addenda. 
3. Losses due to Brian providing inaccurate and/or misleading accounting records, 
as described in the Expert Report of Denise McClure and associated addenda. 
4. Losses resulting from depletion of Don's assets during Brian's tenure as attomey-
in-fact and as co-trustee, as described in the Expert Report of Denise McClure and associated 
addenda. 
5. Losses resulting from shortfall of payments due to Don and the Husband's Trust 
from the 2004 sale of the Seattle Nursing Home, as described in the Expert Report of Denise 
McClure and associated addenda. 
6. A declaration from the court that the Settlement and Release Agreements 
purportedly between Don and Brian, dated March 10, 2003, and March 2, 2009, are void. 
7. A declaration from the court that the respective Compensation Agreements 
purportedly between Don and each of Brian, Doug, Gene, and Robynlee are void. 
8. A judgment for all amounts due and owing to Don from Doug, Gene, and Brian 
under their respective Nursing Home Contracts. Defendants' liability for these claims has 
already been established pursuant to the Order Granting Partial Summary Judgment on Counts 
10, 11, and 12 of the First Amended Complaint, dated December 1, 2014. 
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9. Losses resulting from the fraud perpetrated by Brian in his capacity as attomey-
in-fact, when Brian convinced Don to transfer Locust Grove to a trust so that Brian and his 
siblings could benefit from nearly all of the sales proceeds, which amounted to $500,000 for 
each of Doug and Gene and between $631,100 and $654,300 for Brian. 
10. Even after Brian caused most of Don's interest in the Locust Grove property to be 
improperly transferred to Brian and his siblings, Don still did not receive the full $124,725 due to 
him out of the sale proceeds, as described in the Expert Report of Denise McClure and 
associated addenda. 
11. Losses resulting from Brian's misappropriation of $231,792.76 from the 
Crestview Apartments mortgage escrow reserves in his capacity as Exemption Trust trustee, as 
described in the Expert Report of Denise McClure and associated addenda. 
12. Losses resulting from Brian, while acting in his capacity as attorney-in-fact, 
misappropriating $440,933.75 from Don's business accounts by transferring those funds to a 
bank account held by RVT Development Corporation without authorization. Brian later returned 
only a small portion ($26,395) of the defalcation, as described in the Expert Report of Denise 
McClure and associated addenda. 
v. 
POINTS OF AUTHORITY 
A. Breach of Fiduciary Duties of an Attorney-in-Fact 
"To establish a claim for breach of fiduciary duty, plaintiff must establish that defendants 
owed plaintiff a fiduciary duty and that the fiduciary duty was breached." High Valley Concrete, 
L.L.C. v. Sargent, 149 Idaho 423,428,234 P.3d 747, 752 (2010) (quoting Tolley v. THI Co., 140 
Idaho 253,261, 92 P.3d 503,511 (2004)). Although he controlled Don's assets from 1993 
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onward, Brian served as an agent under the General POA and therefore owed fiduciary duties to 
Don. There is no question that he breached those duties to Don. 
All power-of-attorney agreements, whenever executed, are now governed by the Uniform 
Power of Attorney Act (the "POA Act"), Idaho Code Title 15, Chapter 12, which became 
effective on July 1, 2008. LC.§ 15-12-403(1). All court proceedings relating to a power-of-
attorney instrument are also subject to the POA Act. I.C. § 15-12-403(4). However, acts done 
before the POA Act went into effect are subject to the law as it existed before the POA Act. 
Thus, Brian's activities prior to July 1, 2008, are controlled largely by common law.1 
1. Agent Standards of Conduct Prior to July 1, 2008 
At common law, agents acting with a power of attorney owe a full panoply of fiduciary 
duties, including "the utmost good faith, candor, fairness, honor and fidelity in all his dealings" 
with the principal. Ainsworth v. Harding, 22 Idaho 645,657, 128 P. 92, 95 (1912). First, the 
agent must comply with the express and implied terms of the power of attorney contract. 
Restatement (Third) of Agency § 8.07. 
Second, agents must observe a duty of loyalty. The duty of loyalty has several facets, the 
most pertinent of which are described below. 
• Duty not to benefit from agency. An agent "has a duty not to acquire a material 
benefit from a third party in connection with transactions conducted or other actions 
taken on behalf of the principal or otherwise through the agent's use of the agent's 
1 The POA Act replaced a portion of the Uniform Probate Code known as the Uniform Durable Power of Attorney 
Act, much of which is not material to this dispute. 2008 Idaho Sess. Laws ch. 186 (2008) (repealing Title 15, 
Chapter 5, Part 5). 
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position." Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 8.02. The rationale for this rule is that "it is 
the principal who should benefit from turns of good fortune" relating to the transactions 
the agent undertakes on the principal's behalf. Id.§ 8.02 cmt.b. To establish liability, "it is 
not necessary that the principal show that the agent's acquisition of a material benefit 
harmed the principal." Id. cmt.b. 
• Duty not to deal adversely. "An agent has a duty not to deal with the principal as 
or on behalf of an adverse party in a transaction." Id. § 8.03. 
• Duty not to use principal's property. It is improper for an agent "to use 
property of the principal for the agent's own purposes or those of a third party." Id. 
§ 8.05. The agent must only use the principal's property to benefit the principal. Id. 
§ 8.05 cmt.b. 
In addition to these duties of loyalty, the agent must observe other duties as well: 
• Account for the principal's assets. Agents cannot "mingle the principal's 
property with anyone else's." Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 8.12(2). Further, they 
must "keep and render accounts to the principal of money or other property received or 
paid out on the principal's account." Id. § 8.12(3). 
• Duty to inform the principal. The agent must keep the principal reasonably 
informed about facts the principal would wish to know or which are material to the 
agent's duties. Id. § 8.11. 
2. Agent Standards of Conduct on or After July 1, 2008 Under the Uniform Power 
of Attorney Act 
"Given that an agent will likely exercise authority at times when the principal cannot 




the principal's benefit." I.C. § 15-12-103 cmt. These standards are supplemented by the 
Restatement (Third) of Agency described above. I.C. § 15-12-121 cmt. 
General duties. Agents are subject to three general fiduciary duties, all three of which 
apply regardless of what the power of attorney says. LC.§ 15-12-114(1). Every agent shall: 
(a) Act in accordance with the principal's reasonable expectations to the extent 
actually known by the agent and, otherwise, in the principal's best interest; 
(b) Act in good faith; and 
(c) Act only within the scope of authority granted in the power of attorney. 
I.C. § 15-12-114(1). Further, unless the power of attorney provides otherwise, the agent also 
must: 
(a) Act loyally for the principal's benefit; 
(b) Act so as not to create a conflict of interest that impairs the agent's ability 
to act impartially in the principal's best interest; 
(c) Act with the care, competence and diligence ordinarily exercised by agents 
in similar circumstances; [and] 
(d) Keep a record of all receipts, disbursements and transactions made on 
behalf of the principal. 
I.C. § 15-12-114(2). The General POA in this case did not relieve Brian of any of these 
obligations. 
Accountings. Although the agent need not voluntarily provide regular accountings, he or 
she must "disclose receipts, disbursements or transactions conducted on behalf of the principal" 
ifrequested to do so. I.C. § 15-12-114(8). Don, through Conservator Steve Neighbors, has 
repeatedly asked for accountings, but none have been made. 
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3. Consent to Transaction 
The principal can consent to a transaction in which the agent will benefit, will deal 
adversely with the principal, or otherwise act disloyally, but only if certain conditions are met. 
The agent must: (1) obtain the consent in good faith, (2) after disclosing all facts the agent knows 
or should know would reasonably affect the principal's judgment, and (3) otherwise deal fairly 
with the principal. Restatement (Third) of Agency § 8.06(1). The agent has the burden of proving 
that he or she has made a "full and fair" disclosure to the principal. Id. § 8.06 cmt.c. 
4. Extent of l.iability 
Under the POA Act, an agent who violates his or her standards of conduct is liable to the 
principal to the extent necessary to "[r]estore the value of the principal's property to what it 
would have been had the violation not occurred." I.C. § 15-12-117. In other words, the agent 
must restore the value of the misappropriated property even if the agent did not directly receive 
or benefit from the transaction. 
The statutory remedy is cumulative with other remedies. I.C. § 15-12-123. Sometimes, 
the agent has benefited from the agency relationship without directly harming the principal. 
Accordingly, alternative measures of damages are available. "The principal may recover any 
material benefit received by the agent through the agent's breach, the value of the benefit, or 
proceeds of the benefit retained by the agent." Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 8.02 cmt.e. 
B. Authority of Attorney-in-Fact 
For an agent to bind a principal, the agent must enter a transaction with actual or apparent 
authority. Landvik by Landvik v. Herbert, 130 Idaho 54, 58,936 P.2d 697, 701 (Ct. App. 1997). 
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1. Actual Authority 
Express and implied authority are subsets of actual authority. "Express authority refers to 
that authority which the principal has explicitly granted the agent to act in the principal's name. 
Implied authority refers to that authority which is necessary, usual, and proper to accomplish or 
perform the express authority delegated to the agent by the principal. Bailey v. Ness, 109 Idaho 
495,497, 708 P.2d 900,902 (1985) (quotations omitted). 
Special statutes govern an attorney-in-fact's actual authority to make gifts. Under the 
POA Act, attorneys-in-fact may only "[a]ct only within the scope of authority granted in the 
power of attorney." I.C. § 15-12-114(1). The agent also cannot make gifts on the principal's 
behalf unless the power of attorney specifically allows gifts. I.C. § 15-12-201(1). Idaho's statute 
adopts a "growing trend" among other jurisdictions and reflects the near-consensus view of the 
experts and practitioners surveyed during the Uniform Act's drafting process. Id. cmt. and 
prefatory n.; accord Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 2.02 cmt.h ("[A]cts that create no prospect 
of economic advantage for a principal, such as gifts and uncompensated uses of the principal' s 
property, require specific authorization."). 
Therefore, even where a general power of attorney authorizes the agent to enter 
agreements or convey property, the agent still lacks authority to make gifts. I.C. § 15-12-201; 
see also 3 Am Jur. 2d Agency § 83 ("A general power of attorney authorizing an agent to convey 
property does not authorize an agent to make a gift of the property or to transfer it without 
obtaining consideration for the principal." (collecting citations)); Praejke v. Am. Enter. Life Ins. 
Co., 655 N.W.2d 456, (Wis. Ct. App. 2002) (holding that specific authority for gifting must 
appear in the power of attorney and that "a general authority to deal with assets is not sufficient 




to exculpate an attorney-in-fact from a charge of self-dealing"); Estate of Swanson v. United 
States, 46 Fed. Cl. 388, 393 (Fed. Cir. 2001) ("A power of attorney conferring authority to sell, 
exchange, transfer or convey real property for the benefit of the principal does not authorize a 
conveyance as a gift or without a substantial consideration." (quotation omitted; applying 
California law)). 
The reason the law requires specific authority for gifts is that they rarely benefit the 
principal. Restatement (Third) of Agency § 2.02 cmt.h. Gifts that confer benefits on third 
parties without a corresponding benefit to the principal indicate a breach of the agent's fiduciary 
duty of loyalty to the principal. Id. § 8.09 cmt.c & illus.5. 
2. Apparent Authority 
For apparent authority to exist, the principal must manifest some signal to third parties 
that the agent has actual authority-actual authority cannot be created by the agent's acts alone. 
Bailey v. Ness, 109 Idaho 495, 497-98 (1985). Accordingly, "[o]ne must use reasonable 
diligence to ascertain the agent's authority. Reasonable diligence encompasses a duty to inquire 
with the principal about the agent's authority." Podolan v. Idaho Legal Aid Servs., 123 Idaho 
937,944 (Ct. App. 1993) (citations omitted). 
C. Breach of Fiduciary Duties of Trustee 
1. Duty of Loyalty 
Properly termed the "most characteristic rule of trust law," a trustee's duty ofloyalty to 
trust beneficiaries is paramount under Idaho law. See I.C. § 68-505 & uniform law cmt. 1. As a 
result, "[t]he trustee owes a duty to the beneficiary to administer the trust in the interest of the 
beneficiaries alone, and to exclude from consideration his own advantages and the welfare of 




third persons." Edwards v. Edwards, 842 P.2d 299,305 (Idaho Ct. App. 1992) (quoting G.G. 
Bogert & G.T. Bogert, Law of Trusts§ 95 (5th ed. 1973)). 
Accordingly, the trustee's level of loyalty is even higher than that of an attorney-in-fact 
because it precludes all transactions in which the trustee has an interest: 
If the duty of the trustee and his individual interest or his interest as trustee of 
another trust, conflict in the exercise of a trust power, the power may be exercised 
only by court authorization ... upon petition of the trustee. 
LC.§ 68-108(b) (emphasis added).2 If a trustee fails to seek court approval before engaging in a 
transaction that breaches the duty of loyalty to trust beneficiaries, the trust beneficiaries "may 
secure the aid of equity in avoiding the act of the trustee or obtaining other appropriate relief, 
regardless of the good faith of the trustee or the effect of the trustee's conduct on the beneficiary 
or benefit to the trustee." Edwards, 842 P.2d at 305 ( quoting Bogert, Law of Trusts § 95) 
(emphasis in original)); see also Taylor v. Maile, 201 P.3d 1282, 1288 (Idaho 2008) (finding 
breach of fiduciary duty to beneficiaries by trustee when engaged in self-dealing transaction 
without court approval). 
2. Duty of Care 
In addition to the duty of loyalty, a trustee also owes trust beneficiaries a duty of care. 
See LC. §§ 68-501(1), 68-502(1). Idaho has adopted the "prudent investor" adaptation of this 
duty, which requires a trustee to "invest and manage trust assets as a prudent investor would, by 
considering the purposes, terms, distribution requirements and other circumstances of the trust. 
In satisfying this standard, the trustee shall exercise reasonable care, skill and caution." LC. § 68-
2 There are five limited statutory exceptions to this court-approval rule which are set forth in I.C. § 61-106(c)(l), 
(4), (6), (18), and (24). None are applicable to the facts of this case. 




502(1); see also I.C. § 68-10-103(a)(l) (obligating trustee to "administer a trust ... in 
accordance with the terms of the trust"). 
3. Duty to Inform 
Trustees also have a duty to inform. Trustees must make an annual accounting to the 
beneficiaries and "shall keep the beneficiaries of the trust reasonably informed of the trust and its 
administration." LC.§ 15-7-303. When a trustee deals with a beneficiary as an adverse party, 
the trustee "is under a duty to deal fairly and to communicate to the beneficiary all material facts 
the trustee knows or should know in connection with the transaction." Restatement (Second) of 
Trusts § 170(2). 
D. Fraud/Deceit 
Under Idaho law, there are nine elements which must be established to state a cause of 
action for fraud: (1) a statement or representation of fact; (2) its falsity; (3) its materiality; (4) 
speaker's knowledge of its falsity; (5) speaker's intent that the representation will be acted upon 
in a reasonably contemplated manner; (6) listener's ignorance of its falsity; (7) listener's reliance 
on the truth of the representation; (8) listener's right to rely on the truth of the representation; and 
(9) listener's consequent and proximate injury. See Hayes v. Kingston, 140 Idaho 551,555 
(2004). 
E. Constructive Trust and Unjust Enrichment 
A constructive trust may be imposed upon a party who wrongfully received property 
pursuant to a trustee's or fiduciary's breach of duty. See Taylor v. Maile, 142 Idaho 253, 260-61 
(2005) (discussing Restatement (Second) of Trusts § 291.)). The term "wrongful" is a broad 
one: 
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A constructive trust is a remedial device created primarily to prevent unjust 
enrichment; equity compels the restoration to another of property to which the 
holder thereof is not justly entitled. (Citations omitted) ... [A] constructive trust 
may be imposed in practically any case where there is a wrongful acquisition or 
detention of property to which another is entitled. 
Chinchurreta v. Evergreen Mgmt., 117 Idaho 591,593, 790 P.2d 372,374 (Ct. App. 1989) 
(quotation omitted; modifications in original). 
F. Conversion 
There are three elements in a conversion claim: "(1) that the charged party wrongfully 
gained dominion of property; (2) that property is owned or possessed by plaintiff at the time of 
possession; and (3) the property in question is personal property." Taylor v. McNichols, 149 
Idaho 826, 846, 243 P.3d 642, 662 (2010). 
G. Breach of Contract 
1. Elements of a Breach-of-Contract Claim 
''The elements for a claim for breach of contract are: (a) the existence of the contract, (b) 
the breach of the contract, (c) the breach caused damages, and (d) the amount of those damages." 
Mosell Equities, LLC v. Berryhill & Co., 154 Idaho 269,278,297 P.3d 232,241 (2013). 
Regarding the first element, "[i]n order for a contract to be formed, there must be a meeting of 
the minds on all material terms to the contract." In re Univ. Place/Idaho Water Ctr. Project, 146 
Idaho 527,536, 199 P.3d 102, 111 (2008). 
2. Fraud as a Defense to a Breach-of-Contract Claim 
A defendant can assert fraud as a defense to a contract claim if the defendant believed 
and relied upon a false representation of material fact in entering a contract. Breshears v. 
Callender, 23 Idaho 348. _, 131P.1518(1913). "[I]f a fact known by one party and not the 
other is so vital that the mistake were mutual the contract would be voidable, and the party 
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knowing the fact also knows that the other does not know it, , non-disclosure is not privileged 
and is fraudulent." Janinda v. Lanning, 87 Idaho 91, 96,390 P.2d 826,829 (1964) (quoting 
Restatement of Contracts§ 472 cmt.b. 
DATED T!IlS ~ of April, 2015. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
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CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
DEFENDANT ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS' 
PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT 
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 




COME NOW, Defendant/Counterclaimant Arnold Douglas ("Doug") Watkins, by and 
through his attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius & Associates, PLLC, and hereby submits 
his Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 
COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS 
Plaintiff filed a Complaint against Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
and Virginia Watkins, on November 6, 2009, alleging multiple causes of actions including: 
rescission, fraud/deceit, constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, civil RICO, and breach 
of contract. Defendant and Virginia Watkins filed an Answer and Counterclaim on January 12, 
2012 asserting breach of contract relating to the Compensation Agreement. Plaintiff filed a First 
Amended Complaint on February 10, 2012. Defendants filed their Answer to First Amended 
Complaint and Counterclaim on February 27, 2012. 
The trial commenced October 13, 2015; Plaintiff was present and represented by Merlyn 
Clark and Stephen Smith of Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP. Defendant Doug Watkins 
was present and represented by Kevin E. Dinius of Dinius & Associates, PLLC. The claims for 
rescission, fraud/deceit, constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, and civil RICO against 
Defendants were voluntarily dismissed by Plaintiff after Defendant moved for a directed verdict 
on these claims at the close of Plaintiff's case in chief. The remaining two issues to be tried were 
each party's respective claims for breach of contract. 
During the course of the trial the following individuals testified, Plaintiff, Doug 
Watkins, Steve Neighbors as Plaintiff's Conservator and Denise McClure testified as an expert 
on Plaintiffs behalf. Additionally, Brian Watkins, a Co-Defendant, and Sharon Wadsworth, 
daughter to Plaintiff and sister of Defendant testified. The allegations against Defendant Virginia 
Watkins were dismissed on the record on October 14, 2015. 
At the conclusion of the trial each attorney was given the opportunity to provide the 
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Court with proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law. This Court took the matter under 
advisement to issue findings within the time frame approved by the Idaho Supreme Court. 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. The Defendant Arnold Douglas ("Doug") Watkins ("Defendant") began working 
full time for his father, the Plaintiff in or about 1984. 
2. At that time, Defendant worked full-time and was paid on an hourly basis. 
3. In or about September 1993, Defendant began receiving a salary of $3,000 per 
month, while he continued to work full-time. 
4. Defendant was injured in September 1989 while working for Plaintiff. 
5. In about 1995, Defendant was told by his brother Brian Watkins that his $3,000 
monthly salary was being cut to $1,000 as money was limited. 
6. In 1998, during the pendency of the Plaintiffs divorce from, his then wife, Leila 
Watkins, Plaintiff submitted an affidavit acknowledging and confirming a $1,000 per month 
financial obligation to Defendant. Under oath, Arthur Donald Watkins attested as follows: 
The Respondent [Don Watkins] has obligations to three (3) of his sons in a 
combined amount of $5,300.00 per month. $3,000 per month is being paid to 
Brian, a son who was injured while working on Respondent's ranch. $1,000.00 is 
being paid to his son, Defendant, who was also injured by working on the ranch. 
$1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was injured when he was working for a 
business the Respondent used to own in Boise, Idaho. These three (3) sons are 
unable to hold full time jobs because of the injuries they received while working 
for Respondent. The Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since 
approximately 1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's marriage to Petitioner. 
Without these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain themselves 
and their families. This is not being done as a charity, but because of an obligation 
owed by Respondent. ... 
7. On September 30, 2000 Defendant and Plaintiff had a conversation during which 
Plaintiff told Defendant he had made arrangements for him and his two brothers to receive 
$3,000 a month for life. The arrangement was based on their lifetime of work for Plaintiff and 
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injuries sustained therefrom. 
8. Immediately after the September 30, 2000 conversation Defendant began 
receiving the $3,000 a month salary as he had previously. 
9. Over the years, Defendant's relationship with his father deteriorated to the point 
they rarely spoke to one another. 
10. Plaintiff repeatedly told Defendant to communicate directly with Brian Watkins 
regarding any and all business and/or financial issues. 
10. On October 24, 2000 Plaintiff executed a General Power of Attorney ("GP A") 
designating Brian Watkins as his agent. 
11. There were no limitations on Brian Watkins' authority under the GPA. 
12. The GPA gave Brian Watkins the express authority to execute and acknowledge 
all contracts on behalf of Plaintiff. 
13. In March 2009, the parties executed a Compensation Agreement whereby 
Plaintiff memorialized the previous promises and agreement to pay Defendant $3,000 per month 
for life as a retirement/disability benefit "[i]n consideration of the lifetime of work done by 
Payee [Douglas Watkins] for Payor [ Arthur Donald Watkins]." 
14. The Compensation Agreement was executed by Brian Watkins, as Plaintiff's 
"attorney in fact." 
15. A letter dated, March 24, 2009, was sent to Plaintiff's children revoking the 
October 24, 2000 GPA. 
16. Defendant has not received a retirement/disability payment for March 2009 or any 
month thereafter. 
17. On August 31, 1984, a Real Estate Contract w~ executed wherein Defendant 
purchased a 13% interest in a nursing home from his mother and the Plaintiff for the principal 
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sum of $611,000, plus 9% annual interest compounded monthly. 
18. The payment terms were set forth in the Real Estate Contract and the two (2) 
subsequent amendments. 
19. Brian Watkins as an employee and later as Plaintiff's Agent, did all of the 
bookkeeping and accounting for Plaintiff, including payments on the Real Estate Contract on 
behalf of Defendant. 
20. Defendant did not have access to financial records, accounting software, or the 
QuickBooks at issue. 
21. After the GPA was revoked Sharon Wadsworth handled accounting related to the 
Real Estate Contract. 
22. Sharon Wadsworth used the balance and accounting spreadsheets created by 
Brian Watkins when she assumed the bookkeeping on the Real Estate Contract. 
23. Sharon Wadsworth did not verify the accuracy of Brian Watkins' accounting of 
the real estate contract obligations when she received them. 
24. Sharon Wadsworth testified Defendant's last recorded payment on the real estate 
obligation was February 1, 2012. 
25. Sharon Wadsworth negotiated a settlement with Steve Neighbors to satisfy her 
obligation under her real estate contract. 
26. Sharon Wadsworth did not know the balance owed on her real estate contract, but 
believed she settled for less than what she owed. 
27. Steve Neighbors was appointed as Plaintiff's conservator on September 8, 2010. 
28. Mr. Neighbors was unable to understand Brian Watkins bookkeeping system, 
calling it "scrambled books." 
29. Mr. Neighbors found it beyond his ability to reconstruct the financial records 
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Brian Watkins kept and, as a result, Denise McClure was hired. 
30. Denise McClure is a certified public accountant and fraud examiner. 
31. Denise McClure was hired to trace the flow of Plaintiffs funds through his 
personal and business accounts to determine what happened to the funds, along with analyzing 
the payments made and the balance owing by Defendant on the real estate contract. 
32. On March 26, 2013 Denise McClure concluded the bookkeeping and accounting 
processes employed by Brian Watkins were inconsistent with standard practices based on 
extensive commingling of funds, systematic deletion of transaction detail which limits an 
independent analysis and evaluation of the transactions recorded, also rendering a complete 
reconstruction of the accounting records virtually impossible; inaccurate, incomplete, and 
misleading account records; and failure to maintain critical documentation. 
33. Denise McClure signed a Declaration dated October 9, 2013 wherein she stated as 
of August 2, 2010, the amount of $872,776.64 was immediately due and owing on Defendant's 
real estate contract. 
34. The Declaration further stated as of September 30, 2013, Defendant owed the sum 
of $1,536,783.60 on the real estate contract. 
35. Denise McClure submitted another report dated March 11, 2014 which stated 
Defendant owed $235,356 on the real estate contract as of August 2, 2010, $414,415 as of 
September 30, 2013, and $446,442 as of February 21, 2014. 
36. In Exhibit PDX02, Ms. McClure alleged that as of September 30, 2013 Defendant 
owed $367,418.98 and as of September 1, 2013 she estimated Defendant owed $361,989.14. 
37. All of Ms. McClure's figures incorporated a default interest rate of 18% as of 
August, 2010. 
40. There is no evidence Defendant was served with a Notice of Default nor an 
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opportunity to cure any default. 
41. There is no evidence Defendant was served with a Notice of Acceleration causing 
the entire balance on the real estate contract to be due and owing. 
42. The Court determined on December 1, 2014, Defendant was in default for failing 
to timely make his August, 2010 payment of$1,645.00 when due. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
1. This Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this action. 
2. In a breach of contract action, a valid contract must first be established. A valid 
contract must be "complete, definite and certain in all its material terms, or contain provisions 
which are capable in themselves of being reduced to certainty." Lawrence v. Jones, 124 Idaho 
748, 750-751, 864 P.2d 194, 196 - 197 (Idaho App.,1993) (citing Giacobbi Square v. PEK Corp., 
105 Idaho 346,348,670 P.2d 51, 53 (1983). 
3. The court must first determine as a question of law whether the contract at issue is 
ambiguous. Bakker v. Thunder Spring-Wareham, LLC., 141 Idaho 185, 190, 108 P.3d 332, 337 
(2005) citing Lamprecht v. Jordan, LLC, 139 Idaho 182, 185-86, 75 P.3d 743, 746-47 (2003). 
4. It is axiomatic that the party asserting a contract must prove the existence of an 
offer, acceptance, and consideration. See id. 
A. Compensation Agreement 
5. It is clear to the Court, based on the evidence presented, the Compensation 
Agreement was a valid contract. 
6. The Defendant and Brian Watkins both testified Plaintiff, on more than one 
occasion stated he would provide each of his sons $3,000 a month for life for their lifetime of 
work and injuries suffered therefrom. 
7. The evidence showed Defendant was employed by Plaintiff for a substantial 
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length of time and injured during that employment. 
8. Defendant was paid $3,000 per month continuously at least from October, 2000 
through February, 2009. 
9. The promises and representations by Plaintiff of his intent to provide for 
Defendant in the amount of $3,000 per month were memorialized in writing in the March, 2009 
Compensation Agreement. 
10. The Compensation Agreement in this case is clear and unambiguous. 
11. Brian executed the Compensation Agreement as Plaintiffs agent pursuant to the 
General Power of Attorney dated October 24, 2000. 
12. For an agent to bind a principal to a third party in contract the agent must have 
actual or apparent authority. Podolan v. Idaho Legal Aid Servs., Inc., 123 Idaho 937, 944, 854 
P.2d 280,287 (Ct.App.1993). 
13. Actual authority may be either express or implied. Landvik by Landvik v. 
Herbert, 130 Idaho 54, 58, 936 P.2d 697, 701 (Ct.App.1997). 
14. Express authority occurs when a principal explicitly authorizes an agent to act on 
the principal's behalf. Implied authority derives from those actions necessary to accomplish an 
act expressly authorized. Id. Apparent authority occurs when a principal by words or actions 
voluntarily places an agent in such a position that an ordinary person of business prudence would 
believe the agent is acting pursuant to existing authority. Id. at 59, 936 P.2d 697. 
15. A court may make a finding of apparent authority to protect third parties but only 
where the third party was not on notice of the scope of the agent's actual authority. Thomson v. 
Sunny Ridge VIII. P'ship, 118 Idaho 330,332, 796 P.2d 539, 541 (Ct.App.1990). 
16. The power of attorney at issue conclusively demonstrates that Brian indeed had 
express authority to execute the Compensation Agreement and that Defendant was entitled to 
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rely upon that authority. 
17. While Plaintiff concedes Brian Watkins had express authority under the power of 
attorney, he contends Brian Watkins exceeded his authority by entering into the Compensation 
Agreement. 
18. The General Power of Attorney provided Brian Watkins with the authority to 
execute and acknowledge all contracts and there is no evidence any limitations whatsoever 
were placed on that authority. 
19. Further the GPA could only be revoked in writing which was done subsequent to 
the Compensation Agreement. 
20. The GP A specifically states third parties may rely upon the representations of the 
agent as to all matters. 
21. In Plaintiffs letter revoking the GPA, he stated Brian Watkins had worked hard 
and done well. 
22. There is no evidence Brian Watkins exceeded the authority provided by the GPA 
when he executed the Compensation Agreement. 
23. The evidence overwhelmingly shows Brian Watkins was the person in charge of 
making all business and financial decisions on behalf of Plaintiff, including but not limited to 
employment compensation. 
24. Defendant has never had information or reason to believe that Brian was acting 
outside his scope of authority under the GP A as the Compensation Agreement was consistent 
with previous representations made to Defendant by Plaintiff on multiple occasions. 
25. Defendant is entitled to enforce the Compensation Agreement as a matter of law 
because Brian Watkins had both express and apparent authority to execute the agreement. 
26. Plaintiff is judicially estopped from denying an obligation to Defendant based on 




the affidavits presented in his divorce action in 1998. 
27. In his divorce proceeding, Plaintiff acknowledged a $1,000 monthly financial 
obligation to Defendant for injuries sustained during the course of his employment. 
28. Based on the principles of judicial estoppel, Plaintiff cannot deny his obligation to 
Defendant which is inconsistent with prior litigation. Judicial estoppel precludes a party from 
gaining an advantage by taking one position, and then seeking a second advantage by taking an 
incompatible position. Sword v. Sweet, 140 Idaho 242,252, 92 P.3d 492, 502 (2004). 
29. The Compensation Agreement states it is in consideration of a lifetime of work 
and to "compensate" Defendant "for years of service without a retirement benefit." As such, the 
amount due is considered "wages" under Idaho law and is subject to trebling. 
30. Claims for wages under Idaho law are governed by Idaho Code § 45-601(7) 
which defines wages as "compensation for labor or services rendered by an employee, whether 
the amount is determined on a time, task, piece, or commission basis." Paolini v. Albertson's 
Inc., 143 Idaho 547, 149 P.3d 822 (2006). The term "wage" is broadly defined. Gray v. Tri-Way 
Construction Services, Inc., 2009-ID-0428.074. 
31. The Idaho Supreme Court has held that various forms of compensation such as (1) 
a deferred incentive compensation account; (2) sales commissions; (3) a share of company 
profits; (4) severance pay; and (5) year-end bonuses can constitute wages. Bi/ow v. Preco, Inc. 
132 Idaho 23, 28-9, 966 P.2d 23, 28-9; Polk v. Larrabee, 135 Idaho 303, 307-9, 17 P.3d 247, 
251-3 (2000); Johnson v. Allied Stores Corp., 106 Idaho 363, 367, 679 P.2d 640, 644 (1984); 
Goffv. HJHCo., 95 Idaho 837,840,521 P.2d 661,664 (1974); Thomas v. Ballou-Latimer Drug 
Co., 92 Idaho 337,342,442 P.2d 747, 752 (1968). 
32. In addition to analyzing whether the compensation is monetary, the Court looks to 
whether the compensation is bargained-for-compensation as opposed to a gratuity. Paolini, 149 




P .3d at 827. If the compensation is gratuitous, it cannot be a "wage." Id. 
33. Based on Plaintiffs breach of the Compensation Agreement, the Defendant is 
entitled to $3,000 per month beginning March 2009 and continuing until his death. 
B. Real Estate Contract 
34. On the Plaintiff's claim for breach of contract, the Court finds the real estate 
contract and subsequent amendments constitute valid contracts. 
35. The applicable law, according to ,r 19 of the real estate contract, are the laws of 
the State of Washington. 
36. The Court has been asked to determine whether there was a breach of the 
contract( s) and the amount of any damages as a result of a breach. 
3 7. There is no evidence to contradict the allegation Defendant did not make his 
August 1, 2010 payment on the real estate contract, which this court previously addressed. 
38. Defendant made partial payments on the real estate contract subsequent to 
August, 2010 which were accepted on behalf of the Plaintiff. 
39. Plaintiff asserts that under the real estate contract, he as the Seller may without 
further demand or notice declare all amounts due immediately so as to effect a true acceleration 
of the entire balance owing. In Weinberg v. Naher, the Court stated, 
The debt does not become due on the mere default in the interest payment. Some 
affirmative action is required, some action by which the holder of the note makes 
known to the payors that he intends to declare the whole debt due. This exercise 
of the option may, of course, take different forms. It may be exercised by giving 
the payors formal notice to the effect that the whole debt is declared to be due, or 
by the commencement of an action to recover the debt, or perhaps by any means 
by which it is clearly brought home to the payors of the note that the option has 
been exercised ... 51 Wn. 591, 594, 99 P. 736 (1909). 
Courts have continually reaffirmed the notice requirement, "Under Weinberg, acceleration must 




be made in a clear and unequivocal manner which effectively apprises the maker that the holder 
has exercised his right to accelerate the payment date." Glassmaker v. Ricard, 23 Wn.App. 35, 
38,593 P.2d 179 (1979). 
40. There is no evidence to support a finding that Plaintiff exercised his option to 
accelerate the debt. Defendant was never served with a formal notice the whole debt was due. 
Further, even the commencement of the instant action against Defendant did not provide notice 
the option to accelerate was being exercised by the Plaintiff. In fact, , 143 of the Amended 
Complaint alleges: 
Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this court enter an order 
compelling Doug to produce any and all records relating to Doug's note, including a 
detailed accounting, compelling Doug to comply with the terms of Doug's note, bring 
the same current, and award Plaintiff damages against Doug under the note. 
Clearly, by requesting Defendant comply with the terms of the contract and bring it current does 
not demonstrate Plaintiff had any intent to declare the note immediately due and owing. Rather, 
Plaintiffs intention was quite the opposite. Based on the foregoing, this Court does not find the 
real estate contract has been accelerated. 
41. The real estate contract further provides upon default the Seller may elect to either 
enforce the debt against the Purchaser by foreclosing under the contract by judicial proceeding as 
a mortgage or else by declaring the entire Purchaser's rights terminated. 
42. Plaintiff elected neither of the options provided in , 23 which clearly required 
Purchaser to have been notified. 
43. The real estate contract, in, 24 and 25, clearly outlines the process in the event of 
a default including the ability to cure, the penalties, as well as how notice should be made. 
44. The Court finds Plaintiff did not comply with the notice terms and requirements 
of the real estate contract when Defendant failed to make monthly payments. 
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45. The issue of alleged damages under the real estate contract becomes more 
complicated in light of the lack of acceleration. Under the contract and in accordance with 
Washington law, default interest accrues only after there has been acceleration. Plaintiff's expert 
based her findings and amount of damages on the assumption there had been an acceleration of 
the real estate contract and thereby included default interest. As there was never acceleration, 
the figures produced by Plaintiff which included default interest are not accurate. 
46. Plaintiff is required to prove damages by a reasonable certainly and the damages 
must be removed from the realm of speculation. Bratton v. Scott, 150 Idaho 530, 535, 536, 248 
P.3d 1265 (Idaho 2011). 
47. Plaintiff's evidence of damages rests solely on the testimony and exhibits of his 
expert, Denise McClure. However, Ms. McClure has stated that "a full and complete accounting 
of all activity is virtually impossible." "The absence of bank statements, tax returns and closing 
documents further complicated my attempts to trace dispositions of Don's assets during the 
period in question." Additionally, she noted that she "could not trace funds to Don's personal 
accounts from 2000 through March 2004 .... " 
48. Ms. McClure bases her calculations on accounting records created and kept, in 
large part, by Brian Watkins. She does so even after having concluded the bookkeeping and 
accounting processes employed by Brian Watkins were inconsistent with standard practices 
based on extensive commingling of funds, systematic deletion of transaction detail which limits 
an independent analysis and evaluation of the transactions recorded, also rendering a complete 
reconstruction of the accounting records virtually impossible; inaccurate, incomplete, and 
misleading account records; and failure to maintain critical documentation. 
49. In several reports and Declarations prepared by Ms. McClure, it is abundantly 
clear from her significantly varying figures she was unable to provide a calculation of damages 
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owing under the real estate contract with any degree of reasonable certainty. 
50. The Court finds Plaintiff has failed to present the Court a calculation of damages 
with reasonable certainty. The figures themselves were inconsistent, lacked a likelihood of 
reliability, erroneously assumed acceleration, and included default interest. The Plaintiff is not 
entitled to an award of damages on the real estate contract. 
~ 




Attorney for Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins 




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the ~ay of December, 2015, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
Jace A. Richards 
Attorney at Law 
701 S Allen St, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Attorney for Conservator Steven Neighbors 
Brian and Robynlee Watkins 
4794 Cree Way 
Boise, ID 83709 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
1:8] Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D USMail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
1:8] Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
1:8] Facsimile - No. 562-4110 
1:8] US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile - No. 
' 
cm/T:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law.docx 




v~~, ·1 -16-'15 14:20 FROM-
i)l\w\ ,6 
\ t) v-
Di~ & Assoc 12084 750101 
l"IL.:_;:, 
AY..,... ---~,.~...._.. __ 
Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 





Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
cc:c 1 6 2015 
CHm-STOl'HER D. AiCH, Clerk 
By STACEY U.FFERTY 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 






BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINSt) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 





BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEB ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital ) 
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1~16-'1514:20 FROM- Di~ & Assoc 








ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
VS. 











12084 750101 ~ T-457 P0002/0004 F-909 
The Plaintiff, Arthur Donald Watkins, passed away in the State of Utah on October 22, 
2015. He is survived by his widow, Stella Watkins who has applied to be appointed as the 
Personal Representative of the Estate of Arthur Donald Watkins. Prior to his death, Arthur 
Donald Watkins created The A. Don Watkins Revocable Trust Dated May 1, 2009, Restatement 
Dated July 8, 2011. Steven G. Neighbors has been named the Trustee of the Trust. 
It is stipulated by and between the undersigned counsel for Arthur Donald Watkins and 
Arnold Douglas Watkins that Stella Watkins, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Arthur 
Donald Watkins and Steven G. Neighbors, As Trustee of The A. Don Watkins Revocable Trust 
Dated May 1, 2009, Restatement Dated July 8, 2011 shall be substituted as Plaintiff in the above 
captioned matter effective from and after the date of this stipulation. 




1L-18-'15 14:20 FROM- Di~ & Assoc 12084 750101 ~ T-457 POOOS/0004 F-909 
//({ 
DATED mI~ day of December, 2015. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By~ 
~26 
Attomeys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
~ 
DATED THIS L day of December, 2015. 
DINIUS &ASSOCIATES 




12-16-'15 14:20 FROM- Di~s & Assoc 12084 750101 e T-457 P0004/0004 F-909 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on thi/ ~ ~December. 2015. I caused to be served a 
true copy of the foregoing by the metlioJi~dicated below, and addressed to each of the 
following: 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIA TBS, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa. ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins) 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83707 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
Welecopy 208-466-7910 
. D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
0 Overnight Mail 
0 E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
~Telecopy 208-475·0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
0 E-mail: riong@foleyfreeman.com 
~elecopy 208-888-5130 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
0 Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
JiTelecopy 208~297-5774 
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Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 





Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
e "'\ ,,,.,,~3 
A.'1'----R\l_::zt= ___ _ 
cc.:c 1 6 2015 
CHF:!£TQ~gt~ 0. l;ICH, Clerk 
BySTACeVLJ..~FERTY 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 







BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 





BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 
community composed thereof, ) 
) 
Counterclaimants, ) 
AFFIDAVIT OF MERLYN W. CLARK - 1 
) 
) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
AFFIDAVIT OF MERLYN W. CLARK 









ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 













Merlyn W. Clark, being first duly sworn on oath, deposes and says: 
1. I am attorney of record for Plaintiff in the above-entitled action. 
2. I am of legal age and competent to make this Affidavit. 
3. I make this Affidavit based on my personal knowledge. 
4. Attached hereto are true and complete copies of: 
A. The Certificate of Death of Arthur Donald Watkins; and 
B. The Application for Informal Probate and Informal Appointment of 
Personal Representative filed by Stella Watkins, the surviving widow of 
Arthur Donald Watkins in the Fourth Judicial District Court in and for 
Utah County, State of Utah. 
5. Prior to his death, A. Don Watkins made the Last Will and Testament of A. Don 
Watkins (the"Will") and created The A. Don Watkins Revocable Trust Dated 
May 1, 2009, Restatement Dated July 8, 2011 (the "Trust"). Steven G. Neighbors 
has been named the Trustee of the Trust. 
AFFIDAVIT OF MERLYN W. CLARK - 2 
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6. I have read the Will and the Trust. The Will directs that the assets of A. Don 
Watkins be transferred from his Estate to the Trust. The assets of A. Don 
Watkins includes the claims of Arthur Donald Watkins as Plaintiff in the above 
entitled action. 
Further your affiant sayeth naught. 
,,/L~ 
DATED THI~ day of December, 2015. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN before me this I b~ay of December, 2015. 
Name: 
Notary Public for Idaho 
Residing at Boise, Ada Co~~ 
My commission expires I ~ cJ-.a-:: 
I 
AFFIDAVIT OF MERLYN W. CLARK - 3 
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e 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~ 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on thi~~clay of December, 2015, I caused to be served a 
true copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT 6F MERLYN W. CLARK by the method indicated 
below, and addressed to each of the following: 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorneys for Arnold Douglas and Virginia 
Watkins] 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
[Attorney for Brian D. Watkins] 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83 707 
Jace A. Richards 
The Richards Firm 
701 S. Allen Street, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
AFFIDAVIT OF MERLYN W. CLARK - 4 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
.elecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
ja'Telecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: rlong@foleyfreeman.com 
FfTelecopy 208-888-5130 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
~Telecopy 208-297-5774 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
BE-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 










SNOW JENSEN & REECE, P.C. 
Cameron M. Morby [ 12007] 
Counsel for Applicant 
Tonaquint Business Park, Building B 
912 West 1600 South, Suite B200 
St. George, Utah 84770 
Telephone: (435) 628-3688 
cmorby@snowjensen.com 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
IN THE MATTER OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DON WATKINS AKA A. 
DONALD WATKINS, AKA A. DON 
WATKINS, 
Deceased. 
APPLICATION FOR INFORMAL 
PROBATE AND INFORMAL 




APPLICANT, Stella Watkins, STATES AND REPRESENTS TO THE COURT THAT: 
1. Applicant's interest in this matter is that of Interested Person, as such term is 
defined under the Utah Probate Code Section 75-1-201(24), of the Estate of Arthur Don Watkins 
aka A. Don Watkins aka A. Donald Watkins (the "Decedent") as the surviving spouse of the 
Decedent and person having priority for appointment as the Personal Representative having been 
named as such in the Last Will and Testament of the Decedent dated December 31, 2009. 
2. The Decedent died on October 22, 2015 at the age of ninety (90) years. A copy of 
the Decedent's Certificate of Death is attached as Exhibit "A". 
3. Venue is proper because at the time of the Decedent's death, the Decedent was 
domiciled in the State of Utah, County of Utah. 
EADW.2.Application.121015.rak 
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4. The name and address of the children and devisee of the Decedent, with no other 
persons entitled to notice pursuant to Utah Code § 75-3-306 and § 75-3-310, are as follows: 
Name: Address: Age {if minor}: Relationshin: 
Steve Neighbors, Trustee of 701 South Allen Street, 
the A. Don Watkins Revocable Suite 101 NIA Devisee 
Trust dated Mav 1, 2009 Meridian, Idaho 83642 
Stella Watkins 
1988 West 80 South 
Adult Spouse 
Lehi, Utah 84043 
Sharon Marie Wadsworth 
4224 North Supai 
Adult Daughter 
Meridian, ID 83646 
Brian Dale Watkins 
4794 Cree Way 
Adult Son 
Boise, ID 83 709 
Donald Eugene Watkins 
415 Bitterroot Drive 
Adult Son 
Boise, ID 83709 
Arnold Douglas Watkins 




1131 North 1000 East 
Adult Daughter 
Orem, UT 84097 
4200 Daisy Drive 
Janet La Rue Thomson Mountain Green, UT Adult Daughter 
84050 
5. No Personal Representative for the estate of the Decedent has been appointed in 
this state or elsewhere whose appointment has not been terminated. 
6. Applicant has neither received nor is aware of any demand for notice of any 
probate or appointment proceeding concerning the Decedent that may have been filed in this 
state or elsewhere. 
7. Administration of the Decedent's estate subject to the jurisdicition of the Court 
will be under the Decedent's Last Will and Testament dated December 31, 2009 (the "Last 
Will"). A copy of the Decedent's Last Will is attached to this Application as Exhibit "B". 
Application for Informal Probate and Appointment of Personal Representative 
Toe Estate of Arthur Don Watkins aka A. Donald Watkins aka A. Don Watkins 
Page2 
001236
8. The original of the Decedent's Last Will was filed with the Court's electronic 
filing system and is now in the possession of the Applicant's legal counsel, Cameron M. Morby 
of the law firm Snow Jensen & Reece, P.C. 
9. Applicant requests informal proceedings in this matter pursuant to Utah Code § 
75-3-301. 
10. The time limit for informal appointment and informal probate has not expired 
because not more than three (3) years have passed since the Decedent's Death. 
11. The Applicant, to the best of her knowledge, believes the Last Will that is the 
subject of this Application has been validly executed. 
12. After the exercise of reasonable diligence, the Applicant is unaware of any 
instrument revoking the Last Will that is the subject of this Application and the Applicant 
believe the Last Will that is the subject of this Application is the Decedent's Last Will. 
13. Applicant requests that notice regarding the appointment, informal probate, and 
administration of Decedent's Estate be given by the Clerk of the Court pursuant to Utah Code § 
75-3-306. 





1988 West 80 South 
Lehi, Utah 84043 
Applicant is qualified and has priority because there are no persons with a higher or equal 
priority for appointment due to the fact that the Applicant is nominated by the Decedent in the 
Last Will pursuant to Utah Code§ 75-3-203(l)(a). 
Application for Informal Probate and Appointment of Penonal. Representative 




13. Bond is not required under Utah Code § 75-3-603. 
14. Supervised administration is not requested and it is in the best interests of the 
estate that the matter be determined at the earliest possible date. 
WHEREFORE, Applicant requests that: 
1. Notice and be given to the heirs and devisees of the Decedent by the Clerk of the 
Court pursuant to Utah Code § 75-3-306(2). 
2. The Court enter an order finding that the Decedent died testate and declaring that 
the Decedent's estate be administered informally in the State of Utah. 
3. The Decedent's Last Will and Testament, dated December 31, 2009, be 
informally probated in the State of Utah for the purpose of distributing the property of the 
Decedent's Estate pursuant to the aforesaid Last Will and Testament. 
4. Stella Watkins be informally appointed the Personal Representative of the estate 
of the Decedent in Utah to act without bond. 
5. Upon qualification and acceptance, Letters Testamentary be issued. 
DATED this 14th day of December 2015. 
SNOW JENSEN & REECE, P.C. 
Isl Cameron M. Morby 
Cameron M. Morby 
Attorney for Applicant 
Application for Informal Probate and Appointment of Personal Representative 




DATED this 11th day of December 2015. 
STELLA WATKINS 
Isl Stella Watkins 
Stella Watkins 
I certify that I have signed the original of 
this document which is available for 
inspection during normal business hours by 
the Court or a party to this action. 
Application for Informal Probate and Appointment of Personal Representative 
The Estate of Arthur Don Watkins aka A. Donald Watkins aka A. Don Watkins 
Page5 
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Applicant, STELLA WATKINS, being sworn, says that the facts set forth in the 
foregoing Application are true, accurate, and complete to the best of her knowledge and belief. 
Isl Stella Watkins 
STELLA WATKINS 
On the 11th day of December 2015, personally appeared before me STELLA WATKINS, 
Applicant, who duly acknowledged before me that she signed the foregoing Application for 
Informal Probate and Informal Appointment of Personal Representative freely and voluntarily 
and for the uses and purposes stated therein. 
Isl Natalie Frost 
Commission No. 684229 
Notary Public, State of Utah 
My commission expires: 0710912019 
Application for Informal Probate and Appointment of Pmonal Representative 




Me lyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Ste hen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
LEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
87 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P .. Box 1617 
Bo'se, ID 83701-1617 
Tel phone: 208.344.6000 
Fa imile: 208.954.5210 
Em il: mclark@hawleytroxell.com 
scsmith@hawleytroxell.com 
Att meys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
DC:C 1 6 2015 
CHRISiOPHEPi 0. RICH, Clerk 
By STACEY lAf!'FERTV 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST LLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
RE RESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 











B AND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
W TKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Co unity composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EU ENE WATKINS and KA TIE WATKINS,) 
hus and and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
co posed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
W TKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
hus and and wife and the Marital Community ) 






BR AND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
W TKINS, husband and wife, and the marital ) 
co unity composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 







Case No. CV OC 0921373 
PLAINTIFF'S PROPOSED FINDINGS 
OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF 
LAW, AND ORDER 




REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF ) 




ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 












Submitted herewith are Plaintiffs Proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and 
Order. 
DATED THIS 16th day of December, 2015. 
HA WLEL Y TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 






CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this\~ day of December, 2015, I caused to be served a 
true copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER by the method indicated below, and addressed to 
each of the following: 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorneys for Arnold Douglas and Virginia 
Watkins] 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
[Attorney for Brian D. Watkins] 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83 707 
Jace A. Richards 
The Richards Firm 
701 S. Allen Street, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
JS:Telecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
ft(Telecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: rlong@foleyfreeman.com Ji Telecopy 208-888-5130 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
~ E-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
F Telecopy 208-297-5774 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
~-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
D Telecopy 208-562-4110 




IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 















BRIAND. WATKINS andROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 
community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 













Case No. CV OC 0921373 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, 
AND ORDER 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER- 1 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 














This matter came before the Court for bench trial on October 13 and 14, 2015, on the 
claim of Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, Arthur Donald Watkins ("Plaintiff' or "Don Watkins" or 
"Don") for breach of contract against Defendant/Counterclaimant, Arnold Douglas Watkins 
("Defendant" or "Douglas Watkins" or "Doug") and the counterclaim of 
Defendants/Counterclaimants Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins ("Defendants") 
("Virginia") against Don Watkins for breach of contract and for wages. Both parties assert 
claims for an award of attorney fees and costs. At trial all other claims against Defendant 
Douglas Watkins and all claims of Plaintiff against Defendant Virginia Watkins were voluntarily 
dismissed with prejudice by Plaintiff. 
The Court is informed that prior to the commencement of trial, Defendants Brian D. 
Watkins and Robynlee Watkins, and Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie Watkins 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER- 2 
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filed voluntary petitions in bankruptcy and all matters against these Defendants were 
automatically stayed pursuant to federal law. Thus, the trial did not include them. 
Merlyn W. Clark and Stephen C. Smith of the firm Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
appeared on behalf of the Plaintiff who attended the trial in person. Kevin E. Dinius of the firm 
Dinius & Associates, PLLC appeared on behalf of the Defendants Douglas Watkins and 
Virginia. Douglas Watkins attended the trial in person. Plaintiff Don Watkins is represented by a 
Conservator, Steven G. Neighbors of the firm Strategic & Operational Solutions, Inc. Jace A. 
Richards of The Richards Firm appeared on behalf of the Conservator. Mr. Neighbors also 
attended the trial in person. 
The Court is informed that Plaintiff, Don Watkins died on October 22, 2015 in the State 
of Utah and his widow, Stella Watkins has filed a Petition for Informal Probate in the State of 
Utah to be appointed as the Personal Representative of the Estate of Arthur Donald Watkins. The 
Court is also informed that Plaintiff, Don Watkins created The A. Don Watkins Revocable Trust 
Dated May 1, 2009, Restatement Dated July 8, 2001 and that Steven G. Neighbors has been 
named the Trustee of the Trust. The Court is further informed that the Will of Plaintiff, Don 
Watkins, transfers the claims of Plaintiff in this litigation into the Trust. Thus, the name of the 
Plaintiff in the caption has been changed accordingly. 
II. 
PRIOR ORDERS 
On October 14, 2014, the Court entered an Order Denying in Part and Granting in Part, 
Defendants' Arnold Douglas Watkins' and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary 
Judgment thereby dismissing the Fifth Cause of Action (Fraud/Deceit) as to Defendant Douglas 
Watkins. 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER- 3 
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On December 1, 2014, the Court entered an Order Granting Partial Summary Judgment 
to Plaintiff on Counts 10, 11, and 12 of the First Amended Complaint in which Order the Court 
ruled in relevant part that "[a]s of August 2, 2010, Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins was in 
default of his payment obligation under the terms of the Real Estate Contract Undivided 13% 
Interest in Tenancy in Common, as amended by the Amendment to Real Estate Contract and the 
Second Real Estate Amendment, for failure to timely make the full $1,645.00 payment when 
due." The Court also ruled that a genuine issue of fact remains as to the amount of Plaintiffs 
damages. 
III. 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
Plaintifrs Claim for Breach of Contract: 
1. Plaintiff, Donald Watkins was a resident of Utah County, Utah. He died on October 22, 
2015 at the age of 90 years. He is survived by his widow, Stella Watkins, who has filed an 
Application for Informal Probate and Informal Appointment of Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Arthur Donald Watkins in the Fourth Judicial District Court in and for Utah County, 
State of Utah. 
2. Steven G. Neighbors of Strategic & Operational Solutions, Inc., was appointed as the 
Conservator for Plaintiff on September 8, 2010, in Ada County Case No. CV IC 1008233 and 
continued to serve as Conservator until the death of Donald Watkins. Prior to his death, Don 
Watkins created The A. Don Watkins Revocable Trust Dated May 1, 2009, Restatement Dated 
July 8, 2011, in which Steven G. Neighbors is named the Trustee. 
3. Don Watkins and his wife Florence Watkins ("Florence") had six children, all of whom 
are now adults. They are: Defendant Brian D. Watkins ("Brian") who is married to Defendant 




Robynlee Watkins ("Robynlee"); Defendant Douglas Watkins who is married to Defendant 
Virginia Watkins ("Virginia"); and Donald Eugene Watkins ("Eugene") who is married to 
Defendant Katie Watkins ("Katie"); Sharon Marie Wadsworth ("Sharon") who is married to 
George Wadsworth ("George'); Janet LaRue Thomson ("Janet") who is married to William Jay 
Thomson ("Jay"); and Patricia Ann Saliby ("Pat") who is married to Randall Saliby ("Randall"). 
4. In 1984, Don and Florence owned a nursing home (the "Nursing Home") in Seattle, 
Washington. 
5. In August of 1984, Don Watkins and Florence sold their interest in the real property 
portion of their Nursing Home to their six children, the Bakers, who managed a ranch in Ada 
County for Don and Florence, and the Pavloffs, who managed the Nursing Home. 
6. Douglas Watkins acquired as his separate property a 13% interest in the Nursing Home 
for the agreed price of $676,000, of which he paid $65,000 down payment. The balance of 
$611,000 is evidenced by a Real Estate Contract with Douglas Watkins ("Doug's Contract") that 
was to be paid in equal monthly installments of $5,590 and bear interest at 9% annually, 
compounded monthly, using a 360-day year. Doug's Contract was amended effective December 
1, 1995, reducing the monthly payments to $2,800 and again effective January 1, 1999, reducing 
the monthly payments to $1,645. 
7. Florence executed her Last Will and Testament in 1987 ("Florence's Will"). Florence's 
Will created two trusts referred to as the Husband's Trust and the Exemption Trust (the "Trusts"), 
naming Don Watkins as the primary beneficiary and as the initial trustee of both Trusts. As 
primary beneficiary, Don Watkins was entitled to receive the income from the assets of each 
Trust annually or more frequently as needed. 
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8. Florence died in 1988. At the time of her death, Don and Florence owned Doug's 
Contract. Upon the death of Florence, Don Watkins retained a one-half interest in Doug's 
Contract and the Husband's Trust received title to the other one-half interest. 
9. In a subsequent settlement with the Trusts, Don acquired all interests of the Trusts in 
Doug's Contract and thereafter was the sole owner of Doug's Contract until Don's death. 
10. Doug's Contract provides in relevant part as follows: 
4. Payments Absolute: The obligation of the Purchaser to make payments under 
this Contract, is absolute and unconditional, irrespective of the existence at any 
time of any claim, set-off, counterclaim, proceeding, dispute or other matter 
involving a claim or alleged claim, by the Purchaser against the Seller whether 
under this Contract or otherwise; .... (Para. 4, p. 3) 
10. Remedies and Waivers: No remedy herein conferred upon any party hereto is 
intended to be exclusive of any other remedy and each and every such remedy 
shall be cumulative and shall be in addition to every other remedy given 
hereunder, or as may be now or hereafter existing on the part of any party hereto 
in exercising any right hereunder shall operate as a waiver of such right and a 
waiver of any right hereunder on any one or more occasions shall not be 
construed as a bar to or waiver of any such right on any future occasion. Time is 
of the essence of this contract. (Para. 10, p. 5) 
19. Applicable Law and Venue: This Contract shall be interpreted and construed 
according to the laws of the State of Washington ... (Para. 19, p. 10) 
23. Default by Purchaser: It is agreed that in the event the Purchaser shall fail to 
comply with or perform any condition or agreement thereof or to make any 
payment required hereunder promptly at the time and in the manner required or in 
the event the Purchaser shall in any way be in default hereunder, seller may 
without further demand or notice declare all amounts due hereunder or otherwise 
and pursuant to this contract immediately due and payable so as to effect a true 
acceleration of the entire balance of the unpaid obligation secured hereby. 
Thereafter the entire balance of the indebtedness to the Seller shall be 
immediately due and owing and shall draw default interest at the rate of one and 
one-half percent (lY2 %) per month compounded monthly, on the balance 
remaining or at the highest rate of interest permitted by law if one and one-half 
percent ( 1 Y2 % ) per month compounded monthly is in excess of the highest rate of 
default interest then permitted by law ..... (Para. 23, p. 11) 
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24. Events of Defaults: If the Purchaser is in default and desires to cure the 
default, Purchaser agrees to pay, as a prior condition to curing the default, in 
addition to penalty or default interest as otherwise provided herein a fee in the 
amount of Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.00) for each valid default notice 
served upon Purchaser by Seller and the amount of each such default notice fee 
shall be due within five (5) days of service of such notice. Upon Seller's election 
to serve notice of default on Purchase for any default by Purchaser under this 
Contract, whether or not suit is filed, or upon Seller's election to file suit to 
enforce any covenant of this Contract, including suit to collect payment of any 
money due hereunder or to enforce any other covenant hereunder or under any of 
the collateral documents required to be delivered pursuant hereto, or to enforce 
this Contract as a mortgage or to bring suit to procure an adjudication of the 
termination of the Purchaser's rights hereunder, the Purchaser agrees to pay and 
reimburse Seller the reasonable sums and expenses as my be incurred by Seller as 
Seller's attorney's fees, expert witness fees and all costs and expenses in 
connection with such default and/or suit, including but not limited to, the 
reasonable costs of searching records to determine the condition of title at the date 
default occurs or suit is commended, which sum shall be immediately due in 
addition to any other payment due under this Contract and if unpaid shall be 
included in any judgment or decree entered in any suit. Purchaser further 
covenants that Purchaser shall be in default hereunder in the event Purchaser 
suffers or allows any of the following additional events to occur: 
(t) If the Purchaser shall otherwise breach any term, covenant or condition of this 
Contract or of any of the collateral agreements executed contemporaneously 
herewith or delivered pursuant thereto. (Para. 24, pp. 11-12) 
11. On August 2, 2010, Douglas Watkins breached Doug's Contract by failing to make a full 
monthly payment on Doug's Contract when it came due and full payments have not been made 
on Doug's Contract since that date. 
12. Doug's breach of Doug's Contract caused damages to Plaintiff. 
13. As of August 2, 2010, Douglas Watkins was in default of the terms of Doug's Contract as 
that term is defined in Doug's Contract. 
14. Rather than pursue a remedy of forfeiture, Plaintiff elected to sue on the contract for the 
full balance due, as provided under Para. 23 of Doug's Contract. The First Amended Complaint 
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against Defendant Douglas Watkins for breach of Doug's Contract and an award of attorney fees 
and costs, among other claims, was filed on February 10, 2012. Defendants Douglas Watkins and 
Virginia filed an Answer to the First Amended Complaint in which Douglas Watkins denied the 
breach of Doug's Contract. Defendants Douglas Watkins and Virginia also filed an Amended 
Counterclaim for breach of a Compensation Agreement and for wages, and a claim for attorney 
fees and costs. Plaintiff filed a Reply to the Counterclaim denying the claims of Douglas Watkins 
and Virginia. 
15. On August 2, 2010, Douglas Watkins owed a balance of $221,556.82 on Doug's 
Contract. In accordance with the terms of Doug's Contract, the unpaid balance accrues interest at 
the rate of 1.5 % per month (18 % per annum) from and after the date of default. 
16. Douglas Watkins does not deny that he entered into Doug's Contract, nor does he 
deny the validity of the Contract, or that he knowingly stopped making payments on the 
Contract. He contends that he does not know or have a record of the balance due under 
the terms of Doug's Contract and therefore denies the liability as claimed by Plaintiff. 
Douglas Watkins also contends that he was not given proper notice of Plaintiffs intent to 
accelerate the balance due under Doug's Contract. Douglas Watkins has never tendered 
the amounts due under Doug's Contract to Plaintiff. Douglas Watkins further contends 
that he could not make payments on Doug's Contract because Don failed to keep a 
promise to pay Don compensation in the amount of $3,000 per month for life. 
17. The Court finds that the preponderance of the evidence in this case establishes 
that as of the date of trial, October 13, 2015, the balance of principal and interest upon 
Doug's Contract is $528,640.43. 




Defendants' Counterclaim for Breach of Compensation Contract and Wages: 
18. Don's son, Brian Watkins ("Brian") assisted Don with the operation of Don's 
business interests for many years and was trusted by Don. 
19. On October 24, 2000, Don Executed a General Power of Attorney appointing 
Brian as Don's attorney-in-fact (the "General POA'') to assist Don with the management 
and operation of Don's business interests. 
20. The General POA provides that it "is executed and delivered in the State of Idaho 
and the laws of the State of Idaho shall govern all questions as to the validity of this 
power and as to the construction of its provisions." 
21. The General POA does not expressly provide for or authorize Brian to make gifts 
of Don's property to Brian or anyone else. 
22. On March 2, 2009, approximately three (3) weeks before Don revoked the 
General POA, Brian executed four compensation agreements, one in favor of himself and 
one for each of Doug, Gene, and Robynlee, and a settlement and release agreement in 
favor of himself (the "Compensation Agreements"), purportedly as the attorney-in-fact 
for Don. Each Compensation Agreement purports to obligate Don to pay $3,000 per 
month (for a total monthly obligation of $15,000) to the respective party thereunder for 
life and, at death, to his/her spouse for the spouse's life. None of the Agreements is 
signed by the payee thereunder. At the time that Brian executed the Compensation 
Agreements, Don was financially unable to service the monthly Compensation 
Agreement obligations. 
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23. Brian did not discuss any of the Compensation Agreements with Don before 
Brian signed them. Brian did not inform Don that he had executed the Compensation 
Agreements or seek Don's approval of Brian's actions. Don did not know that Brian had 
executed the Compensation Agreements until after this lawsuit was commenced. 
24. Brian did not have Don's authority or approval to sign any of the Compensation 
Agreements and, when he learned of them, Don expressly disavowed the Compensation 
Agreements and did so at trial. 
25. The Compensation Agreements were always subject to the approval of Don and 
he has never given his approval for any of them. 
26. Brian was never given actual or apparent authority by Don to bind Don to any 
such obligations. 
27. The actions of Brian in executing said Compensation Agreements were not in 
accordance with Don's reasonable expectations or in his best interest and were not 
executed within the scope of authority granted in the General POA. 
28. Neither Doug or Virginia ever inquired with Don about Brian's authority to 
execute the Compensation Agreement to Doug ("Doug's Agreement"). Doug and Virginia 
failed to exercise reasonable diligence to inquire with Don about Brian's authority to 
execute Doug's Agreement, even when Doug learned of Doug's Agreement from Brian 
seventeen months after it was executed by Brian. 
29. No payment has ever been made on Doug's Agreement by Don and it has never 
been ratified or affirmed by Don. 
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30. Doug's Agreement identifies its consideration as being "the lifetime of work" 
purportedly done by Douglas Watkins for Don. Doug's Compensation Agreement does 
not require any mutual or future consideration from Doug or Virginia but is, instead, 
based entirely on past consideration. 
31. Douglas Watkins has also claimed that Don made an oral promise to Doug to pay 
him compensation of $3,000 per month for life and that Don should be judicially 
estopped to deny the promise. Doug claims that Don made a promise to Doug in a 
conversation in September of 2000 in which Don purportedly said that "all of his sons, 
including Doug, would receive $3,000 per month as a retirement/disability benefit for 
their years of employment." Don denies that any such conversation occurred and denies 
that he ever made such a promise to any of his sons, including Doug. 
32. There is no evidence in the record to support a claim for enforcement of an oral 
promise to pay Douglas Watkins a lifetime of compensation of $3,000 per month or to 
judicially estop Don from denying an obligation to pay Doug a lifetime of compensation 
of $3,000 per month as asserted by Douglas Watkins. 
33. Douglas Watkins' claim that Don is judicially estopped from denying an 
obligation to Doug and Virginia because of an Affidavit that was filed in 1998 by Don in 
a divorce action in the State of Utah is not supported by the content of the Affidavit. In 
that Affidavit Don asserted that he had obligations to three of his sons in a combined 
amount of $5,300 per month; that $3,000 per month was being paid to Brian for injuries 
suffered while working on Don's ranch; that $1,000 per month was being paid to Doug 
for injuries incurred while working on Don's ranch; and that $1,300 was being paid to 




Eugene who was injured while working for Don. There is no statement in the Affidavit 
that Don acknowledged an obligation to pay Doug compensation for services rendered in 
the amount of $3,000 per month for his employment for Don. Moreover, the statements 
relate to current payments then being made to Don's sons and do not acknowledge or 
create an obligation to pay such compensation to Don's sons for any specific term or for 
the lifetime of any of them. 
34. The evidence in the record does not support a finding that Don actually obtained 
an advantage or consideration by reason of the Affidavit in the 1998 divorce action by 
making a statement in the Affidavit that Don was paying Doug $1,000 per month for 
injuries Doug had incurred while working for Don. That statement would not be 
inconsistent with anything Don has asserted in this action. The statement in 1998 that 
Don was paying Doug $1,000 per month for injuries is not inconsistent with Don's denial 
that he promised in a conversation with Doug in September of 2000 to pay Doug 
compensation in the amount of $3,000 per month for Doug's "lifetime of work." 
35. The evidence in the record does not support a finding that Don made an 
enforceable promise to pay $3,000 per month to Doug, or any of his sons, because it 
lacks credibility, is not supported by valuable consideration, is based solely on past 
consideration, and is not an enforceable promise of a gift. There is no evidence that 
Doug relied on the purported promise or changed his position to his detriment in any way 
in reliance on the purported promise. 





CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
Jurisdiction and Venue: 
1. The Court has jurisdiction of the parties and the subject matter of the action under Idaho 
Code§ 1-705. 
2. Venue in Ada County, Idaho is proper under Idaho Code§ 5-404. 
Plaintifrs Claim for Breach of Contract: 
3. The elements for a claim for breach of contract are: ( a) existence of the contract, (b) the 
breach of the contract, ( c) the breach caused damages, and ( d) the amount of those damages. 
Masell Equities, LLC v. Berryhill & Co., 154 Idaho 269,278,297 P.3d 232,241 (2013). 
4. Plaintiff has proven the elements to establish a claim for breach of Doug's Contract by 
Douglas Watkins in the amount of $528,640.43 plus interest at the rate of 1.5 % per month from 
October 13, 2015 until judgment is entered herein and thereafter at the statutory rate on 
judgments until paid or otherwise satisfied. 
5. Under Washington law, "[t]he proposition is accepted without dispute that a stipulation in 
a mortgage providing that the whole debt secured thereby shall become due and payable upon 
failure of the mortgagor to pay the interest annually or to comply with any other condition of the 
mortgage is a legal, valid, and enforceable stipulation, and is not in the nature of a penalty or 
forfeiture. . . . An election to require an acceleration of payments does not require a notice of 
intention to accelerate." Jacobson v. McClanahan, 43 Wn.2d 751,754,264 P.2d 753, 756 (1953) 
(citing Cook v. Strelau, 127 Wash. 128,219 Pac. 846; Saulsberry v. Millar, 152 Wash. 290,277 
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Pac. 689)). Idaho law is in accord, Papesh v. Wagnon, 29 Idaho 93, 157 Pac. 775 (1916) (citing 
Prairie Development Co v. Leiberg, 15 Idaho 379, 96 Pac. 616 (1908)). 
6. Defendant Douglas Watkins' asserted defense that notice of default or acceleration of the 
debt was required and not properly served on Defendant prior to the filing of this action is 
inconsistent with Washington law and is rejected. 
7. Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment against Defendant Douglas Watkins in the amount of 
$528,640.43 plus interest at the rate of 1.5 % per month from October 13, 2015 until judgment is 
entered herein and thereafter at the statutory rate on judgments until paid or otherwise satisfied. 
Defendants' Counterclaim for Breach of Compensation Contract and Wages: 
8. All power-of-attorney agreements governed by Idaho law, whenever executed, are 
governed by the Idaho Uniform Power of Attorney Act (the "POA Act"), Idaho Code Title 15, 
Chapter 12, which became effective on July 1, 2008. Idaho Code§ 15-12-403(1). 
9. All court proceedings relating to a power-of-attorney instrument are also subject to the 
POA Act. Idaho Code§ 15-12-403(4). 
10. Brian Watkins' actions of executing the Compensation Agreements, including Doug's 
Agreement are subject to and governed by the POA Act. 
11. An agent acting with a power of attorney owes his principal fiduciary duties, including 
"the utmost good faith, candor, fairness, honor and fidelity in all his dealings" with the principal. 
Ainsworth v. Harding, 22 Idaho 645,657, 128 Pac. 92, 95 (1912). 
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12. The agent must comply with the express and implied terms of the power of attorney 
contract. Idaho Code§ 15-114(1); Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 8.07. 
13. Under the POA Act, an agent is subject to three general fiduciary duties, none of which 
may be waived or otherwise altered by the power of attorney instrument. Idaho Code§ 15-12-
114(1). Every agent shall: (a) act in accordance with the principal's reasonable expectations to 
the extent actually known by the agent and otherwise, in the principal's best interest; (b) act in 
good faith; and (c) act only within the scope of authority granted in the power of attorney. Idaho 
Code§ 15-12-114(1). Brian's actions in executing the Compensation Agreements, including 
Doug's Agreement, do not comply with these three fiduciary duties. 
14. Unless the power of attorney provides otherwise, the agent must: (a) act loyally for the 
principal's benefit; (b) act so as not to create a conflict of interest that impairs the agent's ability 
to act impartially in the principal's best interest; (c) act with the care, competence and diligence 
ordinarily exercised by agents in similar circumstances; [and] (d) keep a record of all receipts, 
disbursements and transactions made on behalf of the principal. Idaho Code § 15-12-114(2). 
15. The General POA does not relieve Brian of any of these fiduciary duties. Brian Watkins' 
actions in executing the Compensation Agreements, including Doug's Agreement, do not comply 
with these fiduciary duties and were not made with the care, competence and diligence ordinarily 
exercised by agents in similar circumstances. 
16. For an agent to bind a principal, the agent must enter a transaction with actual or apparent 
authority. Landvik by Landvik v. Herbert, 130 Idaho 54, 58,936 P.2d 697, 701 (Ct. App. 1997). 
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17. Actual authority may be express or implied. Bailey v. Ness, 109 Idaho 495,497, 708 P.2d 
900, 902 (1985) (citing Clark v. Gneiting, 95 Idaho 10, 11 (1972); Hieb v. Minnesota Farmers 
Union, 105 Idaho 694,697 (Ct. App. 1983)). "Express authority refers to that authority which the 
principal has explicitly granted the agent to act in the principal's name." Id. at 497. "Implied 
authority refers to that authority 'which is necessary, usual, and proper to accomplish or perform' 
the express authority delegated to the agent by the principal." Id. at 497 ( citing Clark, supra, 95 
Idaho at 12). 
18. For apparent authority to exist, the principal must manifest some signal to third parties 
that the agent has actual authority - apparent authority cannot be created solely by the agent's acts 
or statements. Bailey, 109 Idaho at 497 ( citing Idaho Title Co. v. American States Insurance Co., 
96 Idaho 465,468, 531 P.2d 227,230 (1975); Clements v. Jungert, 90 Idaho 143, 152,408 P.2d 
810, 814 (1965)). Instead, "[o]ne must use reasonable diligence to ascertain the agent's authority. 
Reasonable diligence encompasses a duty to inquire with the principal about the agent's 
authority." Podolan v. Idaho Legal Aid Servs., 123 Idaho 937, 944 (Ct. App. 1993). 
19. For an attorney-in-fact to make gifts of the principal's property, the POA Act requires that 
such power be expressly granted in the power of attorney instrument. Idaho Code§ 15-12-
201(1). 
20. A general power of attorney authorizing an agent to enter into contracts and convey 
property does not authorize an agent to make a gift of the property or to transfer it without 
obtaining consideration for the principal. Praefke v. Am. Enter. Life Ins.Co., 655 N.W. 2d 456 
(Wis. Ct. App. 2002); Estate of Swanson v. United States, 46 Fed. Cl. 388, 393 (Fed. Cir. 2001); 
Restatement (Third) of Agency§ 8.09. 
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21. Brian did not have actual or apparent authority to execute the Compensation Agreements, 
including Doug's Agreement. Doug's Agreement is invalid and unenforceable. 
22. A contract, to be enforceable, must be complete, definite and certain in all its material 
terms, or contain provisions which are capable in themselves of being reduced to certainty. 
Anderson v. Whipple, 71 Idaho 112, 124,227 P. 2d 351, 358 (1951) (citing Sherman v. Watson, 
58 Idaho 451, 74 P.2d 181). Moreover, "[t]he formation of a valid contract requires that there be 
a meeting of the minds as evidenced by a manifestation of mutual intent to contract. Heritage 
Excavation, Inc. v. Briscoe, 141 Idaho 40, 43, 05 P.3d 700, 703 (2005) (citing Inland Title Co. v. 
Comstock, 116 Idaho 701, 703, 779 P.2d 15, 17 (1989)). This manifestation takes the form of an 
offer and acceptance." Id. An offer "is a manifestation of willingness to enter into a bargain, so 
made as to justify another person in understanding that his assent to that bargain is invited and 
will conclude it." Id., (citing Intermountain Forest Management, Inc. v. Louisiana Pacific Corp,, 
136 Idaho 233,237, 31 P.3d 921,925 (2001)." The contract must also be supported by valid 
mutual consideration. Colford v. Cooley, 92 Idaho 789, 793, (1969). 
23. Douglas Watkins' claim that Don made a promise in September of 2000 to pay Doug 
$3,000 a month for life for his past lifetime of service, even if true, did not create a valid contract 
and is not enforceable under Idaho law. There was no meeting of the minds on essential material 
terms. The agreement leaves out material terms such as when payments would begin and that 
payments would continue to be made to Doug's surviving spouse. The agreement also lacks 
mutual consideration, but rather is based solely of past consideration. Idaho adheres to the 
majority view that "absent an understanding at the time services are rendered that compensation 
will later be paid for such services, a subsequent promise to pay for them is unenforceable for 
lack of consideration." Collard v. Cooley, 92 Idaho 789, 793, (1969). 
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24. The Court concludes that there existed no enforceable contract between Douglas Watkins 
and Don Watkins to pay compensation to Doug in the amount of $3,000 per month for life. 
25. Douglas Watkins has also asserted that Don is judicially estopped from denying an 
obligation to pay Doug $3,000 per month for life because Plaintiff signed an affidavit in his 
1998 divorce action in which he states that he is obligated to pay Doug $1,000 per month for 
injuries Doug sustained while working for Don on his ranch. 
26. Under the doctrine of "judicial estoppel," where a litigant obtains, by means of judicial 
allegations, a judgment, advantage, or consideration from one party, the litigant may not 
thereafter, by inconsistent or contrary allegations, be permitted to obtain a recovery or right 
against another party arising out of the same transaction or subject matter. Loomis v. Church, 76 
Idaho 87,277 P.2d 561 (1954); Jensen v. U.S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co., 78 Idaho 145,296 P.2d 
976 (1956). For the doctrine to apply, the party to be estopped must actually have obtained an 
advantage or consideration by reason of the earlier allegations. Middlekauffv. Lake Cascade, 
Inc., 110 Idaho 909,915, 719 P.2d 1169, 1175 (1986). 
27. "The party asserting judicial estoppel must show that the sworn statement at issue was 
used to obtain a judgment, advantage, or consideration from another party." Indian Springs LLC 
v. Indian Springs Land Inv., LLC, 147 Idaho 737, 748 (2009). 
28. Douglas Watkins' claim that Don is judicially estopped to deny that Don owes Doug 
compensation of $3,000 per month for life must be denied because there is no evidence in this 
case that Don actually obtained an advantage or consideration by reason of the earlier statement 
in the 1998 divorce action that he was paying $1,000 a month to Doug for injuries; the earlier 
allegation is not inconsistent with Don's denial in the current litigation of an obligation to pay 
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Doug $3,000 per month as compensation for Doug's "life time of service;" the statements involve 
differing dates, amounts, durations, and the reason for such payments; and, the allegations do not 
arise out of or relate to the same transaction or subject matter. 
29. The counterclaim of Douglas Watkins and Virginia for breach of contract and wages is 
dismissed with prejudice. 
Attorney Fees and Costs: 
30. Plaintiff is entitled to an award of reasonable attorney fees and costs against Defendant 
Douglas Watkins pursuant to the provision for attorney fees and costs in Doug's Contract and 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 12-120(3). 
Judgment: 
31. Plaintiff is entitled to entry of a Judgment against Defendant Douglas Watkins in the 
amount of $528,640.43 plus interest at the rate of 1.5% per month from October 13, 2015 until 
judgment is entered herein and thereafter at the statutory rate on judgments until paid or 
otherwise satisfied, an award of reasonable attorney fees and costs against Defendant Douglas 
Watkins, and a judgment against Defendants Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins dismissing 
the counterclaim of Defendants Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins in its entirety with 
prejudice. 
IT IS SO ORDERED THIS __ day of _______ , 2015. 
Hon. Melissa Moody, District Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; and 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DATED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendant. 
Based on the parties' stipulation, filed December 16, 2015, the caption in the 
above-entitled matter shall be changed. The Plaintiff will now be Stella Watkins as 
Personal Representative of the Estate of Arthur Donald Watkins. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this ath day of January 2016. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
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DIP'JTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; and 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Case No. CV QC 0921373 
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS 
OF LAW, AND ORDER 
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Counterdefendant. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
Summary 
On Plaintiffs breach of contract claim against Defendant Doug Watkins, the 
Court finds in favor of Plaintiff. Defendant owes Plaintiff $528,640.43 on the nursing 
home real estate contract. On Defendant's counterclaim for breach of contract and for 
wages, the Court finds in favor of Plaintiff. Plaintiff owes Defendant nothing. 
Background 
On October 13 and 14, 2015, a court trial was held in the Ada County 
Courthouse. The only issues tried at the court trial were: (1) whether Defendant Doug 
Watkins owes Plaintiff money on the nursing home contract and if so, how much, and 
(2) whether Plaintiff owes Defendant money pursuant to a compensation agreement 
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and if so, how much.1 
The following witnesses testified: Steven Neighbors (conservator),2 Denise 
McClure (forensic accountant), Sharon Wadsworth (Plaintiff's daughter), Arnold Douglas 
Watkins ("Doug Watkins," Plaintiff's son, Defendant), Brian Watkins (Plaintiffs son), and 
Arthur Donald Watkins ("Don Watkins," Plaintiff). 
The following exhibits were admitted: Plaintiffs exhibits 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 
23,24,25,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,41,42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49, 50,and 
52. Plaintiff's exhibit PDX2 was admitted as a demonstrative exhibit only. Defendant's 
exhibits: B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, M, N, 0, P, Q, R, S, T, U, Y, Z, BB, and CC. 
Merlyn Clark and Steve Smith, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP, represented 
the Plaintiff, Don Watkins, who appeared in person. Jace Richards appeared on behalf 
of the conservator, Steven Neighbors. Kevin Dinius represented the Defendant, Doug 
Watkins, who appeared in person. Doug Watkins' wife, Virginia Watkins, was not able 
to be personally present due to health issues. 
The other defendants, Donald Eugene Watkins and Brian Watkins, both filed 
bankruptcy in federal court prior to October 13, 2015. None of the claims pertaining to 
those two defendants (or their spouses) were tried on October 13 and 14, 2015. 
On October 22, 2015, Plaintiff died and the case caption has been changed to 
reflect the transfer of Plaintiffs claims. 
1 Before proceeding to trial, the Court dismissed Count V (fraud and deceit as to Defendant Doug 
Watkins) and the Plaintiff voluntarily withdrew the following causes of action: Count VI (constructive 
trust as to all Defendants); Count VII (unjust enrichment as to Defendant Doug Watkins); Count VIII 
(conversion as to Defendant Doug Watkins); Count IX (civil RICO as to Defendant Doug Watkins). Trial 
Tr. vol. I, 157:8-158:7, Oct. 13, 2015; See also Order Den. in Part and Granting in Part, Defs. Arnold 
Douglas Watkins' and Virginia Watkins' Am. Mot. for Summ. J., at 5, Oct. 14, 2014. 
2 Steven Neighbors was appointed to act as conservator for Plaintiff by court order dated 
September 8, 2010. Trial Tr. vol. I, 22:22-23:6, Oct. 13, 2015; See also Pl.'s Trial Ex. 45. 
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Findings of Fact 
Plaintiff Don Watkins fought in World War II and when he returned, he married 
Florence Watkins in 1945. Over the decades Plaintiff accumulated wealth through 
numerous business ventures including real estate, nursing homes, airplanes, apartment 
complexes, storage units, a cabinet shop, and a cattle ranch. Plaintiff and Florence 
Watkins had six children, three sons and three daughters. The three sons (and their 
spouses) were all named as defendants in the complaint Plaintiff filed on 
November 6, 2009. No daughters were named as defendants. 
When Florence Watkins died in 1988, her will created two trusts: the husband's 
trust and the exemption trust. The husband's trust was set up for Plaintiff's care and 
Plaintiff was the primary beneficiary of that trust. The exemption trust was a bypass 
trust, where Plaintiff was still a primary beneficiary, but only after the husband's trust 
was utilized to take care of Plaintiff. The secondary beneficiaries of the exemption trust 
were the six children. 
In October 2000, Plaintiff gave a general power of attorney to his son, Brian 
Watkins, which gave Brian broad power to act on his father's behalf. Brian Watkins 
testified that there was no limitation on his power of attorney, but that he always made 
sure that his father (Plaintiff) was "informed on everything of major consequence that 
was going on." Trial Tr. vol. II, 227:19-20, Oct. 14, 2015. Brian Watkins retained the 
power of attorney until March 26, 2009 when Brian received Plaintiff's March 24, 2009 
letter revoking it. Id. at 255:16-25; See also Pl.'s Trial Ex. 23. 
Plaintiff's finances were managed primarily by his son Brian. To say that 
Plaintiff's financial books were scrambled is, in the words of the conservator, "a very 
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nice way to put what I found in Brian's accounting." Trial Tr. vol. I, 59:6-7, 
Oct. 13, 2015. Plaintiff's finances were a mess. The conservator received and 
reviewed approximately 100 banker's boxes of records in conjunction with this case, but 
was unable to reconstruct Plaintiff's finances. 
Denise McClure, a forensic accountant, was retained by Hawley Troxell Ennis & 
Hawley, LLP, to trace the flow of Plaintiff's funds through Plaintiff's personal and 
business accounts to determine what happened to the funds. Ms. McClure was also 
tasked with determining what payments were made on a nursing home real estate 
contract. 
Two pieces of Plaintiff's financial puzzle were at issue during the court trial: a 
nursing home real estate contract and a compensation agreement. 
Real Estate Contract 
On August 31, 1984, Plaintiff sold a nursing home to his six children (and others). 
The four million dollar real estate contract was executed in Washington state and 
governed by Washington state law. 
According to the contract, each of Plaintiff's six children purchased, from Plaintiff, 
a 13 percent share in a nursing home facility. Defendant's purchase price was 
$676,000, payable over a 30 year period. Pl.'s Trial Ex. 37, at 2, 3. 
At the time of the court trial, the real estate contract was entirely owned by 
Plaintiff Don Watkins. At various times, Brian Watkins (Plaintiff's son), Gene Watkins 
(Plaintiff's son), George Wadsworth (Plaintiff's son-in-law), and Sharon Wadsworth 
(Plaintiff's daughter) were all involved in keeping track of the payments made on the 
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER - Page 5 
001272
real estate contract. The six siblings sold their interest in the nursing home, but the real 
estate contract remained unpaid as of October 2015. 
Prior to the court trial, the conservator met with each of the six children to try to 
work out a settlement agreement on the amount still owed to Plaintiff. Each of the 
daughters met with the conservator and worked out a settlement agreement; the sons 
would not. 
Defendant Doug Watkins is in default on the real estate contract; Defendant 
admitted to the conservator that he (Defendant) quit paying on the real estate contract 
back in 2010 or 2011.3 Trial Tr. vol. I, 49:20-50:5, Oct. 13, 2015. 
It is unclear whether Defendant received a default notice in response to 
Defendant's failure to make payments on the real estate contract. The conservator 
initially testified that he could not recall seeing a default notice, but then later testified 
that there was a default notice from the husband's trust. Id. at 54:1-6. Denise McClure 
testified that she never saw a default notice sent to Defendant, id. at 90:25-91 :8, and 
the Defendant himself testified that he never received one. Trial Tr. vol. II, 188: 1-3, 
Oct. 14, 2015. For the purpose of issuing its conclusions of law, below, the Court 
concludes that Plaintiff failed to establish that Defendant ever received a default notice 
on the real estate contract. Similarly, Plaintiff failed to establish that Defendant ever 
received a notice of acceleration. 
3 By order dated December 1, 2014, the Court found that Defendant Doug Watkins defaulted on the real 
estate contract as of August 2, 2010, by failing to make a payment in the amount of $1,645.00. Order 
Granting Partial Summ. J. on Counts 10, 11, and 12 of the First Am. Compl., at 2, Dec. 1, 2014. 
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As of October 13, 2015, Defendant Doug Watkins owed Plaintiff, at the very 
least, $528,640.43 on the nursing home real estate contract.4 
Compensation Agreement 
Beginning in December 1984, Defendant worked for his father, the Plaintiff, in 
various capacities. Defendant worked as a backhoe operator, on equipment 
maintenance, and as a general farm laborer. Defendant worked on the Cloverdale 
ranch from 1984 to September 2000. 
Defendant injured his back in September 1989, while working for one of his 
father's business ventures. The back injury did not prevent Defendant from returning to 
work for his father. Defendant received an hourly wage until September 1993, when he 
began to receive a salary of $3,000/month. In December 1995, Defendant's 
compensation was reduced to $1,000 because, in the words of the Defendant, "money 
got short." Trial Tr. vol. II, 172:14-15, Oct. 14, 2015. At some point in the late 1990's, 
Defendant's pay again increased. 
On April 21, 1998, Plaintiff signed an affidavit in his divorce that stated, in 
relevant part: 
The Respondent has obligations to three (3) of his sons in a combined 
amount of $5,300.00 per month. $3,000.00 per month is being paid to 
Brian, a son who was injured while working on the Respondent's ranch. 
$1,000.00 is being paid to his son, Doug, who was also injured by working 
on the ranch. $1,300.00 is being paid to Eugene, who was injured when 
he was working for a business the Respondent used to own in Boise, 
Idaho. These three (3) sons are unable to hold full time jobs because of 
the injuries they received while working for the Respondent. The 
Respondent has been paying these sums to his sons since approximately 
4 It is possible that Defendant owed more. Denise McClure testified that, to be conservative in her 
estimate of the amount owed, she did not include in her calculations the 2% penalty provided for by the 
contract. Trial Tr. vol. I, 82:16-25, Oct. 13, 2015. In addition, Ms. McClure credited the Defendant with 
a $110,000 gift of loan forgiveness on this contract that Plaintiff did not know about when he "gave" this 
loan forgiveness. Absent the gift of loan forgiveness, the amount owed by Defendant would be much 
larger. Trial Tr. vol. I, 103:2-17, Oct. 13, 2015. 
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1989, which pre-dates the Respondent's marriage to the Petitioner. 
Without these funds, these individuals would not be able to sustain 
themselves and their families. This is not being done as a charity, but 
because of an obligation owed by the Respondent. 
Defs.' Trial Ex. B, at ,r 10. 
On September 30, 2000, Defendant had a conversation with his father, Plaintiff, 
at the Best Western hotel in Meridian, Idaho. During that conversation, Plaintiff told 
Defendant that he (Plaintiff) would give all three of his sons, including Defendant, a 
lifetime payment of $3,000/month for the work they had performed for Plaintiff and for 
the injuries they had sustained. Both before and after that conversation, Defendant did 
in fact receive $3,000/month until March 2009. Then the payments stopped. After 
March 2009, Defendant did not receive any more payments from Plaintiff. 
On March 2, 2009, Brian Watkins executed a compensation agreement drafted 
by an attorney at the law firm Moffatt Thomas, Barret & Blanton. The compensation 
agreement stated that Plaintiff would pay Defendant $3,000 per month for Defendant's 
lifetime and pay Defendant's spouse thereafter. The compensation agreement purports 
to bind the Plaintiff's estate, if Plaintiff were to die before Defendant. 
Brian Watkins never sought Plaintiff's approval for the compensation agreement, 
but used his power of attorney to execute the compensation agreement. Defs.' Trial Ex. 
Y, at 3. Brian hand-delivered a copy of the compensation agreement to Plaintiff in 
October 2008, but Plaintiff did not approve the compensation agreement after-the-fact. 
In March of 2009, Brian Watkins executed five contracts, including the 
compensation agreement at issue here, obligating Plaintiff and Plaintiff's estate to pay a 
total of $15,000/month to Plaintiff's children and Brian Watkins' wife, Robynlee Watkins. 
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At the time these contracts were executed, Plaintiffs estate could not afford anywhere 
close to the $15,000/month payments. 
Conclusions of Law 
Real Estate Contract 
There is no question that the nursing home real estate contract is valid and 
enforceable and that Defendant is in default. However, Defendant argues that he 
should not be ordered to pay because Defendant never received a notice of default or 
notice of acceleration, and that such notice is required under Washington law. 
Defendant cites G/assmaker v. Ricard, 23 Wash. App. 35, 593 P.2d 179 (Wash. Ct. 
App. 1979). Trial Tr. vol. I, 148:5-9, Oct. 13, 2015. 
Plaintiff responds that no notice of default or acceleration is required, citing 
Jacobson v. McC/anahan, 43 Wash.2d 751, 264 P.2d 253 (1953), and the terms of the 
contract itself. The contract provides, in relevant part: 
Default by Purchaser: It is agreed that in the event the Purchaser shall fail 
to comply with or perform any condition or agreement hereof or to make 
any payment required hereunder promptly at the time and in the manner 
required or in the event the Purchaser shall in any way be in default 
hereunder, seller may without further demand or notice declare all 
amounts due hereunder or otherwise and pursuant to this Contract 
immediately due and payable so as to effect a true acceleration of the 
entire balance of the unpaid obligation secured hereby. 
Pl.'s Trial Ex. 37, at 11. 
The Court concludes that pursuant to the terms of the contract, no notice of 
default or acceleration was required. Washington law does not compel a different 
result. See Jacobson v. McC/anahan, 43 Wash.2d 751, 264 P.2d 253 (1953) (holding 
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that an election to accelerate payments does not require a notice of intention to 
accelerate). 
As an alternative basis, Defendant argues that the Court should not award the 
amount of damages sought by Plaintiff because the testimony on damages was too 
speculative. The Court finds that Plaintiff has proven the damages to a degree of 
reasonable certainty. 
Compensation Agreement 
The Court must decide whether the compensation agreement is valid and 
enforceable. The Court concludes that it is not. 
At the time Brian Watkins executed the compensation agreement on Plaintiff's 
behalf, Brian Watkins' general power of attorney was broad. Acting on behalf of 
Plaintiff, Brian had the ability to buy and sell property, transfer title on any motor vehicle, 
conduct banking, and collect and pay money on Plaintiff's debts. Brian Watkins also 
had the power to enter into the compensation agreement at issue here. Although 
Plaintiff argues that the compensation agreement is beyond the scope of Brian Watkins' 
general power of attorney, it is not. 
However, the Court finds that the compensation agreement is invalid and 
unenforceable on two separate grounds. First, Brian's actions in executing the 
compensation agreement did not comply with the requirements of Idaho Code§ 15-12-
114(1) that Brian act in good faith and in the principal's best interest. Second, the 
compensation agreement lacks the consideration necessary to make it enforceable. 
The compensation agreement was nothing more than an unenforceable promise to pay. 
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Idaho adheres to the majority view that "absent an understanding at the time 
services are rendered that compensation will later be paid for such services, a 
subsequent promise to pay for them is unenforceable for lack of consideration." Co/lord 
v. Cooley, 92 Idaho 789, 792, 451 P.2d 535, 538 (1969). There was no understanding 
at the time that Defendant rendered services that Defendant would later be 
compensated for the services. Accordingly, the after-the-fact compensation agreement 
is an unenforceable promise to pay. 
Defendant argues that the Court should enforce the compensation agreement 
through judicial estoppel, to preclude Plaintiff from taking incompatible positions in two 
different courts. According to Defendant, Plaintiff cannot claim in divorce court that he 
is paying Defendant $1,000/month for Defendant's injuries and then turn around and 
deny that he owes Defendant $3,000/month for Defendant's injuries. 
Defendant cites the case of Sword v. Sweet, 140 Idaho 242, 92 P.3d 492 (2004), 
which explained the doctrine of judicial estoppel and the underlying policies. 
Judicial estoppel, sometimes also known as the doctrine of preclusion of 
inconsistent positions, precludes a party from gaining an advantage by 
taking one position, and then seeking a second advantage by taking an 
incompatible position. 
The policies underlying preclusion of inconsistent positions are general 
considerations of the orderly administration of justice and regard for the 
dignity of judicial proceedings ... Judicial estoppel is intended to protect 
against a litigant playing fast and loose with the courts ... Because it is 
intended to protect the dignity of the judicial process, it is an equitable 
doctrine invoked by a court at its discretion. 
Sword, 140 Idaho at 252, 92 P.3d at 502 (citation omitted) (emphasis in original). 
The Court declines to invoke the doctrine of judicial estoppel because it does not 
appear that Plaintiff is attempting to play "fast and loose" with the court system. 
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In 1998, Plaintiff signed an affidavit that stated that he was paying Defendant 
money that, by all accounts, Plaintiff was in fact paying to Defendant. Plaintiff paid that 
money - and more - to Defendant for over a decade. The position that Plaintiff took in 
divorce court almost twenty years ago is consistent with the position Plaintiff has taken 
before this Court. In divorce court many years ago, Plaintiff swore that he was paying 
money that he was paying. Now Plaintiff argues he shouldn't be obligated to pay 
money that he never contracted to pay. Those are consistent positions. 
In reading the Court's decision not to apply the equitable doctrine of judicial 
estoppel, the Defendant may feel that the Court has missed the point. Defendant may 
wish to emphasize that, in Plaintiff's affidavit in divorce court, Plaintiff acknowledged an 
obligation to pay Defendant for past injuries sustained, and that obligation is ongoing. 
Plaintiff cannot benefit from a financial obligation asserted (in divorce court) only to 
renounce that same obligation years later. 
Although Plaintiff's positions appear inconsistent, they are not. Plaintiff was 
never obligated - in a legal sense - to give Defendant a monthly sum for injuries 
Defendant sustained while working for Plaintiff. Plaintiff's obligation, even back in 1998, 
was at most a personal or moral obligation. It was never a legal one and Plaintiff's 
sworn affidavit did not make it a legal obligation. 
The compensation agreement is not an enforceable document; Defendant's 
equitable argument to the contrary is unavailing. 
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Order 
Defendant is ordered to pay Plaintiff $528,640.43 on the breach of contract claim 
pertaining to the nursing home real estate contract. Plaintiff is ordered to pay 
Defendant nothing on the counterclaim regarding the compensation agreement. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 11th day of January 2016. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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Ol!P'.JTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; and 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DATED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendant. 
JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS: 
1. Judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and against 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins on the breach of contract claim pertaining to the 
nursing home real estate contract in the amount of five hundred twenty eight thousand 
six hundred forty dollars and forty three cents ($528,640.43). 
2. Judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and against 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins on the counterclaim for breach of contract on the 
compensation agreement. Plaintiff owes Defendant nothing. 
3. On Count V (fraud and deceit), with respect to Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins only, the claim is dismissed with prejudice. 
3. All remaining claims are dismissed without prejudice. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 11th day of January 2016. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF ) 




ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
. vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 












1. I am a partner at the law firm of Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP ("Hawley 
Troxell"), counsel of record for Plaintiff in the above-entitled action. I have personal knowledge 
of the declarations made in this affidavit which is made in support of Plaintiff's Motion for Costs 
and Attorney Fees. 
2. In 2009, Hawley Troxell attorney, Stephen C. Smith, was engaged to assist the 
Plaintiff to enforce collection of real estate contracts against each of Plaintiffs three sons and to 
find out what had happened to Plaintiffs extensive business assets and personal estate that had 
been managed by Plaintiffs son, Brian Watkins, and to recover what might be recovered from 
Plaintiffs three sons. 
3. Plaintiff agreed to pay Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP ("Hawley Troxell") 
at the standard hourly rate that Hawley Troxell was charging for the services of its attorneys and 
paralegals when the engagement commenced. These rates vary depending upon the experience 
level of the attorney or paralegal involved. Plaintiff also agreed to pay for the reasonable out-of-
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pocket expenses and costs advanced during the engagement. In December of 2013, at the request 
of the Conservator for Plaintiff, Hawley Troxell agreed to provide the legal services of Merlyn 
W. Clark and Stephen C. Smith at reduced hourly rates. Merlyn W. Clark, whose standard rate 
since 2011 has been $350 per hour, has been providing legal services in this matter at the rate of 
$300 per hour since December of 2013. Stephen C. Smith, whose standard rate has ranged from 
$260 per hour in 2011 to $285 per hour in 2015, has been providing legal services in this matter 
at the rate of $230 per hour since December of 2013. 
4. To establish the outstanding amount due and owing from a client, Hawley Troxell 
requires each attorney and paralegal to prepare time slips, describing the particular legal services 
performed, together with the particular date such legal services were rendered, as well as 
designating the amount of time spent on a particular matter. Time slips are filed electronically 
for each client and on a periodic basis. The time is totaled and then multiplied by the applicable 
hourly rate to arrive at a bill for legal services performed. 
5. Attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and accurate copies of invoices submitted 
by Hawley Troxell to Plaintiff in connection with this litigation from the beginning of the 
engagement in 2009, through the month of December, 2015. I have reviewed each invoice and 
redacted with a highlighter all entries for time and expenses for which Plaintiff is not seeking 
recovery of fees and expenses in this motion for an award of fees and costs. I have attached the 
complete record of invoices for services rendered to Plaintiff in the matter to demonstrate the 
scope of the services and expenses that were incurred in this engagement. The Court will note 
that the amount claimed for recovery from Defendant Douglas Watkins is a small portion of the 
total. 
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6. Attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and accurate copies of invoices submitted 
by Denise McClure, A verti Solutions, Plaintiff's expert witness. All invoices are attached but I 
am seeking only the maximum $2,000.00 allowed under the rules. Also included in Exhibit B are 
the invoices for other costs incurred by Plaintiff in the prosecution of this case against Defendant 
Douglas Watkins. 
7. The Plaintiff has recovered a judgment only against Defendant Douglas Watkins, 
but not against Defendant Brian Watkins or Defendant Eugene Watkins. Thus, in the process of 
reviewing each invoice, I have allocated a fraction or percentage of each applicable entry to 
Douglas Watkins in the amount that I personally believe should be allocated to Douglas Watkins, 
based on the description of the services or costs provided for each entry and my personal 
knowledge of the case. The allocations are based on the description of services or costs provided 
in each entry, whether the services or costs were provided with respect to all three defendants or 
only one or two defendants. When the services or costs involved all three defendants, I allocated 
1/3 to Douglas Watkins; if they involved Douglas Watkins and another Defendant, I allocated 
1/2 to Douglas Watkins, and if they involved only Douglas Watkins and/or his spouse, I 
allocated 100% to Douglas Watkins. If I was unable to make a reasonable allocation, I redacted 
the entry completely and made no allocation to Douglas Watkins. I also redacted entries which 
involved services or costs that did not involve services that advanced the litigation or are 
otherwise not recoverable under the existing Idaho law and rules. 
8. As noted above, the per-hour rates that were charged by Hawley Troxell to the 
Plaintiff for services of Merlyn W. Clark and Stephen C. Smith are lower than the standard 
market rates that Hawley Troxell generally charges its other clients for legal services during the 
relevant time period. The per-hour rates that were charged by Hawley Troxell to the Plaintiff for 
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services of other attorneys and paralegals in this matter were billed at the standard market rates 
that Hawley Troxell generally charges it other clients for legal services during the relevant time 
period. 
9. I have represented the Plaintiff in this case since February 15, 2013. I have been 
practicing law since 1964. I am a senior partner with Hawley Troxell with more than 50 years of 
experience managing complex civil litigation in state and federal courts, before administrative 
agencies and arbitration panels. I have served as lead counsel in hundreds of trials (both civil and 
criminal) and I have argued more than 30 cases to the Idaho Supreme Court. I also serve as a 
Special Deputy Attorney General for the State of Idaho providing services in select matters to the 
Idaho Department of Risk Management, Idaho Department of Administration, Idaho Department 
of Health and Welfare, State Board of Land Commissioners, and Idaho Department of Lands. I 
am a Fellow of the American College of Trial Lawyers, a Fellow of the American Bar 
Foundation, and a Fellow of the American College of Civil Trial Mediators. I also teach judges 
and lawyers on evidence law and civil procedure. 
10. My standard hourly rate was $350 per hour when I accepted this engagement and 
my standard hourly rate at this time is $350 per hour. Since December 2013, I have billed my 
time at the rate of $300 per hour in this matter. 
11. Stephen C. Smith is a partner with Hawley Troxell. He has been the attorney for 
Plaintiff from the very beginning of this matter. Mr. Smith guided Plaintiff through the 
conservatorship proceedings and the filing of this action, through the stages of discovery and 
during the trial. He is an experienced trial lawyer and has practiced law, primarily as a 
commercial litigator, since 1985. Prior to joining Hawley Troxell, Mr. Smith was a trial 
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specialist with the Oceania's largest law firm in Honolulu, Hawaii and before that he practiced 
with and was chairman of the Transportation Litigation Group of a large Seattle law firm. He has 
served as lead counsel in more than one hundred trials and he has argued numerous state and 
federal appeals. Mr. Smith's standard market rate in 2009, when he accepted the engagement for 
this case was $245 per hour and it now is $285 per hour. He has billed his time for this matter at 
the rate of $230 per hour since December 2013. 
12. Mr. Smith and I have been assisted by associate attorneys and paralegals during 
the engagement. Steve Wieland graduated from law school in 2009 and joined Hawley Troxell in 
2011 after a clerkship with the Honorable Warren E. Jones of the Idaho Supreme Court from 
2009-2011. He has assisted both plaintiffs and defendants on a broad array of legal disputes, 
including cases involving trademarks, products liability, commercial transactions, corporate 
governance, real property, professional liability and secured transactions. Mr. Wieland has been 
billed for his legal work on this case at the rate of $140 per hour, notwithstanding that his 
standard hourly rate ranged from $150 per hour in 2010 to $170 per hour in 2015. 
13. Christian Wamhoff is a paralegal, litigation support specialist and has been in the 
litigation support department at Hawley Troxell since 2006. He works with litigation discovery, 
primarily in electronic format with an emphasis on database administration, where he designs, 
maintains and manages databases. He also manages document reviews and productions. He 
assisted counsel in this case primarily with the management of the thousands of pages of 
documents that were collected, reviewed, bates numbered, indexed and electronically stored in 
this case, and the preparation of documents binders that were needed during the depositions that 
were taken in this case. His hourly rate ranged from $95 to $110 per hour during the course of 
this lawsuit. 
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14. Jacalyn Rosborough is the paralegal, litigation support supervisor in Hawley 
Troxell's litigation practice group. She joined Hawley Troxell in 2015. She has over 13 years of 
experience in the legal field and has experience in all phases of litigation in both federal and state 
courts. She provides support for document collection and custodial interviews, managing the 
review and production of documents and preparing material for use at hearings and trials. She 
assisted the attorneys in this case primarily with preparation for trial and attended the trial to 
assist with presentation of the evidence on behalf of Plaintiff. Ms. Rosborough was been billed 
at the standard market rate of $155 per hour. 
15. As set forth below, the Rule 54(e)(3) factors support an award of the attorney fees 
incurred and claimed by Plaintiff in this litigation. 
16. The Time and Labor Required. The time and labor required to investigate the 
facts in this case to determine what occurred with Plaintiffs property, to organize the facts and 
research and determine the rights of Plaintiff against the three Defendants, then to prosecute the 
claims of Plaintiff against Defendant Douglas Watkins has been very time consuming as is set 
forth in detail in the daily billing itemizations attached hereto as Exhibit A. As this court is well 
aware, it was difficult to find the records relating to the real estate contract of Douglas and to 
determine the history of payments and the unpaid balance due on his real estate contract. It was 
also very difficult to determine the facts that relate to Defendant Douglas Watkins' counterclaim 
for the Compensation Agreement that Brian Watkins executed as Attorney in Fact for Plaintiff. 
The defense of this claim also required significant legal research to provide the law to the court 
on the various issues that govern this claim, particularly given the dollar amount at stake. 
AFFIDAVIT OF MERLYN W. CLARK IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES - 7 
44787 .000 I. 7904274. l 
001291
17. The Novelty and Difficulty of the Questions. The prosecution of the claim for 
breach of the real estate contract was a straight forward breach of contract claim. The difficulty 
that was incurred was in proving the amount that was due and unpaid because the records that 
had been maintained for payments were difficult to obtain and present to the court. Plaintiff was 
required to engage the services of a forensic accounting expert to research and present the 
evidence that established the balance due on the contract. Also, the counterclaim of Defendant 
Douglas Watkins presented novel and difficult issues relating to the factual background and the 
power of the brother, Brian Watkins, to execute and deliver the Compensation Agreement to 
Defendant Douglas Watkins, when the Compensation Agreement had never been approved by 
Plaintiff. Proving the contract claim of Plaintiff and defending Plaintiff from Defendant Douglas 
Watkins' counterclaim were further complicated by the fact that Plaintiff was limited in his 
ability to assist in the prosecution of the case and the defense of the counterclaim, which required 
the assistance of his Conservator. 
18. The Skill Requisite to Perform the Legal Service Properly and the Experience and 
Ability of the Attorney in the Particular Field of Law. This matter involved complex legal and 
factual issues and required the skill and experience of experienced litigation counsel to 
investigate and determine the facts, and present them to the court. The management of the case 
required extensive resources and expertise to conduct discovery and assemble the documents 
necessary to determine the facts that were relevant to the issues involved in the case. The 
experience and skill of the attorneys and paralegals at handling this type of litigation is set forth 
above. 
19. The Prevailing Charges for Like Work. The hourly rates that were charged by 
Hawley Troxell to the Plaintiff for the legal services of the attorneys were reduced from the 
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standard market rates that Hawley Troxell generally charges its other clients for similar legal 
services during the relevant time period. In my experience, attorneys in this area with experience 
and background similar to mine charged in the range of $250 to $400 per hour. Attorneys with 
experience and background similar to Mr. Smith's charged $200 to $300 per hour. Associate 
attorneys charged in the range of $125 to $200 per hour. Paralegals were charging in the range 
of$75 to $175 per hour. 
20. Whether the Fee is Fixed or Contingent. The fees charged by Hawley Troxell in 
this matter were fixed hourly rates that were based upon the knowledge and experience of each 
attorney and paralegal, with the lawyers' rates reduced from Hawley Troxell's standard hourly 
rates and agreed to by the Plaintiff and his Conservator. 
21. Time Limitations Imposed by the Client or the Circumstances of the Case. The 
age and physical condition of the Plaintiff required that the matter be resolved as promptly as 
possible. As the court is aware, the Plaintiff passed away very soon after the conclusion of the 
trial and too late to be informed that he had prevailed against Defendant Douglas Watkins. The 
problem and a primary reason for the delays in the case were the facts that Plaintiff did not have 
knowledge of the condition of his business affairs or how they had been operated and plundered 
and the Defendants would not cooperate to assist the Plaintiff to learn what happened to his 
assets. Further, it was very difficult to investigate and determine what had happened to Plaintiffs 
extensive assets and then determine what claims he could assert against the Defendants, 
including Defendant Douglas Watkins, and then determine how and whether Plaintiff could 
prove the claims that he had against the Defendants, including Defendant Douglas Watkins. The 
circumstances of the case were further complicated and the delayed by the necessity of 
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determining the facts needed to defend the counterclaims of Defendants, including Defendant 
Douglas Watkins' counterclaim. 
22. The Amount Involved and the Results Obtained. The amount involved with 
regard to the breach of contract claim was substantial in relation to the assets that remained in the 
estate of Plaintiff. In other words the value of the contract receivable is a substantial asset in 
Plaintiffs estate. The result is that Plaintiff obtained a judgment on the contract claim for 
$528,640.43. The amount that was involved with regard to the counterclaim is also substantial 
because Defendant Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins were claiming a right to receive 
$3,000 per month for several years prior to the trial, plus interest, trebled, and $3,000 per month 
for remainder of the lives of Defendants Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins. Plaintiff 
prevailed against this counterclaim. 
23. The Undesirability of the Case. This factor does not apply to this case from the 
standpoint that Plaintiff, who was mentally and physically deteriorated, to the point that he 
needed the assistance of a conservator, had been taken advantage of by his three sons who were 
not satisfied that they had plundered his assets, but believed they were entitled to continue to 
receive monthly payments for the rest of their lives for doing nothing that was helpful to their 
father. The attorneys felt there was a need to assist the Plaintiff to recover as much of his assets 
as could be recovered to provide him the assets he needed to support himself and his wife for the 
rest of their lives. 
24. The Nature and Length of the Professional Relationship with the Client. This was 
the first and only engagement for this Plaintiff, but this single engagement has presently spanned 
more than six years. 
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25. Awards in Similar Cases. The breach of contract case is unremarkable, other than 
the problems that existed with proving the unpaid balance of the contract. I am unaware of any 
case that involved a claim for compensation based on a compensation agreement under 
circumstances similar to the compensation agreement that was the subject of the counterclaim in 
this case. I am not aware of the specific amounts of attorney fee awards in similar cases. 
26. It is my opinion that the hours worked and services rendered on this litigation by 
the attorneys and paralegals that are being claimed against Defendant Douglas Watkins were 
reasonable and necessary. 
27. The Plaintiff is not claiming discretionary costs because it is not possible to 
allocate them among the three defendants. 
28. The costs that are being claimed against Defendant Douglas Watkins are costs 
that can be reasonably allocated to his case separate from costs incurred by Plaintiff for the cases 
against Defendants Brian Watkins et al and Eugene Watkins et al. 
29. The Plaintiff is not asserting a claim for discretionary costs against Defendant 
Douglas Watkins because the discretionary costs that were incurred in this engagement are for 
the most part allocable to the case against Brian Watkins rather than Douglas Watkins. 
30. The Plaintiff is asserting a claim for attorney fees in the amount of $159,719.92, 
costs as a matter of right: 
a. Filing Fees : $58.66 
b. Service Fees: $296.60 
c. Transcripts: $4553.48 
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d. Expert Witness Fees: $2,000.00 
for a total claim of $166,628.66 against Defendant Douglas Watkins. 
31. The Real Estate Contract between Plaintiff and Defendant Douglas Watkins 
contains an express provision that Plaintiff is entitled to an award of reasonable attorney fees in 
the event of litigation between the parties in which the Plaintiff prevails. Furthermore, Plaintiff is 
entitled to an award ofreasonable attorney fees under Idaho Code§ 12-120(3) because the 
contract between Plaintiff and Defendant is a commercial transaction and the purported contract 
between Plaintiff and Defendant that was the subject of the counterclaim is deemed to be a 
commercial transaction as it expressly stated it was for services rendered. 
32. Further affiant sayeth naught. 
DATED THIS 25th day of January 2016. 
HA WLELY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
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County of Ada ) 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN befi=-M,1,1;; this 25th day of January, 2016. 
Residing ounty Idaho 
My commission expires: 9/13/21 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 25th day of January, 2016, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF MERLYN W. CLARK IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES by the method indicated below, and addressed 
to each of the following: 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHTD 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIAIBS, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorneys for Arnold Douglas and Virginia 
Watkins] 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
[Attorney for Brian D. Watkins] 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83707 
J ace A. Richards 
The Richards Firm 
701 S. Allen Street, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
@ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
D Telecopy 208-466-7910 
@U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-475-0101 
@U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D. Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: rlong@foleyfreeman.com 
D Telecopy 208-888-5130 
@U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-297-5774 
@ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
D Telecopy 208-562-4110 
/; //~/ 
~ . . / ·· __ · - / /- ---- - -----:: / p/ ~;_,/'' 
/ /•W.Clark 
I/ 
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jTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Idaho Falls • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-025%68 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and ·Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 s. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
October 27, 2009 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 223599 
Date Due: Upon Receipt 
For services through 09/30/09 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services $5,609.50 
! Total Due This Invoice: $s,so9.so I 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice Is not paid on or before 11/26/09 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
8/18/09 Robert F. Thomas 5.20 $1,144.00 Office conference with client to review and 
~ :)31, 3'3 discuss history of relationship with sons and business interests and apparent 
breach of fiduciary duties by son and theft 
8/19/09 Robert F. Thomas 
by son; begin detailed review of 
information and documents provided by 
client. 
2.30 $506.00 Continue to review information and 
documents provided by client and 
consider various causes of action and 
claims; conference with counsel re same. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded wlll be included in future invoices. 
~ a,i .. i:o1 3 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort wlll also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
/ 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
8/21/09 Robert F. Thomas 3.20 
8/25/09 Robert F. Thomas .30 
8/25/09 Steve Smith 1.80 
8/26/09 Robert F. Thomas 3.20 
8/26/09 Steve Smith 3.80 
1~A f 8/27/09 Robert F. Thomas 1.20 
8/29/09 Steve Smith 1.20 
8/31/09 Robert F. Thomas .80 
8/31/09 Steve Smith 1.10 
9/1/09 Robert F. Thomas .50 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Partner 
Robert F. Thomas Partner 
Total Hours: 
' . / 
' . .-,/ . . . 
>-:::..,:., __ ;:_ ___ .,,, '-"'""'"' ... 
October 27, 2009 e Invoice No.: ****** 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$704.00 Review detailed account ledger provided 
by client and analyze various persons and 
entities receiving monthly payments; 
telephone conference with G. Wadsworth; 
research various business entities owned 
by client and families members to 
determine ownership and status as well as 
flow of funds. 
$66.00 Telephone conference with client re latest 
developments. 
$441.00 Work on new matter including review of 
Watkins materials, agreements, POA and 
other relevant documents. 
$704.00 Telephone conferences with client and 
attorney C. Morby; conference with S. 
Smith to bring up to speed on history of 
case and issues; office conference with 
client to review and discuss issues and 
new facts and information obtained and 
telephone conference with Utah counsel 
re same and strategy for moving forward. 
$931.00 Long meeting with clients regarding 
claims; review of documents and materials 
related to claim. 
$264.00 Review employment and settlement 
agreements and conference with S. Smith 
re same. 
$294.00 Begin review of three boxes of documents 
related to claim against trustees. 
$176.00 Telephone conference with client re client 
discussion with spouse of son re leaving 
sons out of Will; conference with S. Smith. 
$269.50 Begin review of boxes of documents. 
$110.00 Office conference with client and S. Smith 
to review additional developments and 
status. 
Hours Rate Amount 
7.90 $245.00 $1,935.50 
16.70 $220.00 $3,674.00 
Total for Legal 
24.60 Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Page 2 
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e • TTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Idaho Falls • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
November 17, 2009 Invoice No.: 224425 
Date Due: Upon Receipt 
INVOICE 
For services through 10/31/09 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 12117 /09 




10/5/09 Steve Smith .20 $49.00 Phone call and e-mails from Don Watkins )j re new factual issues and conference with I (p. 33 
N. Trammel re same. 
10/5/09 Nicole Pantera 
10/6/09 Nicole Pantera 
10/7/09 Steve Smith 
5.60 $784.00 Review three boxes of client documents, 
including bank records, payment receipts 
and pay stubs, and other documents; 
research re causes of action under Idaho 
Uniform Power of Attorney Act, Uniform 
Probate Code (nonprobate transfers), and 
Trustees' Powers Act. 
1.90 $266.00 Review file, conduct research re breach of 
fiduciary duties under Idaho law; 
conference with S. Smith re complaint. 
1.00 $245.00 Review and revise latest version of 
complaint. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
}y ?L ~1 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
10/7/09 Nicole Pantera 4.40 $616.00 Continue to review file in preparation to 
draft Complaint; finalize research re 
potential causes of action, including 
research re pleading requirements for civil 
RICO claim; draft Complaint alleging eight 
counts, including breach of fiduciary duty, 
fraud and deceit, civil RICO, and 
requesting attorney fees and punitive 
damages; e-mail correspondence with S. 
Smith regarding draft. 
10/8/09 Robert F. Thomas .50 $110.00 Conference with S. Smith to discuss 
status of petition and updated information 
received from client. )/3 ~\.b 7 10/8/09 Steve Smith 1.00 $245.00 Continued review and revision of 
complaint. 
/3 ll\-. oo 10/13/09 Nicole Pantera .30 $42.00 Review and revise Complaint and caption. 
10/21/09 Steve Smith 1.20 $294.00 Review and revise latest version of 0 q<o.oO 
complaint. 
10/21/09 Nicole Pantera .70 $98.00 Conference with S. Smith re Complaint; Y3 ~ {) .b'1 review and revise Complaint pursuant to 
new information from S. Smith. 
10/23/09 Nicole Pantera .40 $56.00 Call with J. Newman re Complaint and ~ I~. ~'l potential client meeting to finalize; review 
and revise draft complaint. 
10/26/09 Steve Smith 1.20 $294.00 Continue review and revise complaint. /3 C\ ~ -OD Meet with Don Watkins re same. 
10/26/09 Nicole Pantera .70 $98.00 Confer with S. Smith re meeting with D. 
Watkins; review and revise Complaint to 
add allegations against Robynlee Watkins, 
and to specify and clarify additional factual 
allegations. 
LI. ro 7 
10/28/09 Nicole Pantera .10 $14.00 Review and revise Complaint for S. Smith )5 review. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Partner 4.60 $245.00 $1,127.00 
Nicole Pantera Associate 14.10 $140.00 $1,974.00 
Robert F. Thomas Partner .50 $220.00 $110.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 19.20 Services: $3,211.00 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 







File No.: 44787-0001 November 17, 2009 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
e Invoice No.: ****** 
$4,207.82 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 





e e ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Idaho Falls • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
December 21, 2009 Invoice No.: 225850 
Date Due: Upon Receipt 
INVOICE 
For services through 11/30/09 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 01/20/10 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
11/1/09 Steve Smith 
11/3/09 Steve Smith 
11/4/09 Steve Smith 
11/4/09 Nicole Pantera 
11/6/09 Steve Smith 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.30 $73.50 Emails with Don Watkins and Nicole 
Trammel regarding status of lawsuit. 
Y3 1.00 $245.00 Review and revise complaint against 
Watkins' sons. 
.50 $122.50 Telephone calls and emails with client YJ regarding complaint status. 
.60 $84.00 Telephone call and e-mail 
YJ correspondence with S. Smith re revisions to Complaint and filing thereof; review and 
revise Complaint for filing. 
/3 2.00 $490.00 Review and revise complaint. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 






l-1 {). ~l 
c9<a.oo 
l0~. 33 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001305
File No.: 44787-0001 e December 21, 2009 e Invoice No.: ****** 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
11/6/09 Nicole Pantera 1.40 $196.00 Conference with S. Smith re revisions to 
Complaint; review and revise Complaint to 
add allegations against marital community 
as well as individuals; revise accounting 
allegations and add allegations re money 
withdrawn from ING Direct; finalize 
Complaint for filing. 
11/13/09 Kyle Millard .50 $47.50 Perform Accurint people search and 
gather/organize information found for 
attorney review. 
11/18/09 Steve Smith 1.00 $245.00 Telephone call and e-mails with client ~ <2\.G,1 regarding case status and review status of 
complaint and service of same. 
11/24/09 Steve Smith 2.00 $490.00 Telephone call from client re conversation 
with defendant son; phone call from 
Greener lawyer re same; receive long e-
mail from lawyer and review of same. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Partner 6.80 $245.00 $1,666.00 
Kyle Millard Paralegal .50 $95.00 $47.50 
Nicole Pantera Associate 2.00 $140.00 $280.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 9.30 Services: $1,993.50 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
11/30/09 Copying 156 $28.08 
11/6/09 Client Charges - CLERK OF THE COURT Filing 1 $88.00 Y3 ~Ci.~ i 
fee - Complaint 
11/30/09 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 $113.60 l oo;?c) )I 3 ' (.pQ 
SERVING Service of Summons and Complaint 
upon Arnold Douglas Watkins on 11/16/09 
11/25/09 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 $54.20 
SERVING Service of Summons and Complaint 
upon Brian Watkins on 11/17/09 
11/25/09 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 $35.00 
SERVING Service of Summons and Complaint 
upon Robynlee Watkins on 11/17/09 
1 S, ot:;;) 
11/25/09 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 $35.00 totJt 
SERVING Service of Summons and Complaint 
upon Viriginia Watkins on 11/16/09 
11/19/09 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 $35.00 
SERVING Service of Summons and Complaint 
upon Donald Eugene Watkins on 11/15/09 
11/19/09 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 $47.00 
SERVING Service of Summons and Complaint 
upon Katie Watkins on 11/15/09 
Page 2 
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File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 








Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 




When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 
we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from your financial institution. 
~\\\'(\~' (_eiq.~ : 
S (U(\J\ t e. tot;' i:; 
Co~~·-S 'te>~ 




f-1~~1:rI ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS Remit to: 
Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
43 N. Barritz Court 
Nampa, ID 83651-2297 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
January 25, 2010 
INVOICE 
For services through 12/31/09 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total This Invoice: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 





12/21/09 Steve Smith 1.00 $245.00 Phone call with Don Watkins, phone call with attorney 
representing Watkins re possible mediation. 




Attorney 1.00 $245.00 $245.00 
Total for Legal 
Services: 
Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
Client Charges - ACCURINT Person Seaches (6) 1 
on 11/13/09 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be Included in future Invoices. 
$31.80 
$245.00 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such tower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001308
File No.: 44787-0001 e January 25, 2010 e Invoice No.: 226882 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity 
12/21/09 Client Charges - ACCESS IDAHO DLR Searches 1 
(3) on 11 /13/09 
Total This Invoice: 







Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
12/21 /09 225850 $98.18 
Total Due: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 02124/10 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
Page 2 









Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
43 N. Barritz Court 
Nampa, ID 83651-2297 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
February 23, 2010 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 228077 
For services through 01/31/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
1/7/10 Steve Smith 1.20 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$294.00 
$294.00 
$294.00 Review of file materials, and various NOAs from counsel; 
phone call from counsel re mediation and research of 
SOS conservator issues; phone call with other opposing 
counsel. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Attorney 1.20 $245.00 $294.00 
Total for Legal 
Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
$294.00 
$294.00 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001310
File No.: 44787-0001 e February 23, 2010 e Invoice No.: 228077 







Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 03125/10 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 







Boise • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
43 N. Barritz Court 
Nampa, ID 83651-2297 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
March 23, 2010 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 229266 
For services through 02/28/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
2/19/10 Steve Smith 1.00 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$245.00 Phone calls with clients; phone call with 






Total for Legal 
Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 






After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001312
File No.: 44787-0001 March 23, 2010 Invoice No.: 229266 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 








Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 04/22/10 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
43 N. Barritz Court 
Nampa, ID 83651-2297 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
April 27, 2010 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 230517 
For services through 03/31/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
3/1/10 Steve Smith 
3/2/10 Steve Smith 
3/8/10 Steve Smith 
3/13/10 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.60 $147.00 Phone calls with Don Watkins re meeting; 
emails with Steve Neighbors and Jace 
Richards re same. 
.50 $122.50 Various phone calls and emails with Don 
Watkins and Jace Richards re 
conservatorship issues. 
1.00 $245.00 Research on conservatorship issues and 
begin preparation of pleadings. 
1.50 $367.50 Meet with Don and Stella and Steve 
Neighbors and Jace Richards re 
conservators hip 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
$882.00 
$882.00 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001314
File No.: 44787-0001 e April 27, 2010 e Invoice No.: 230517 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 





Total for Legal 
Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 05/27/10 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
P.O. Box 324 
Thayne, WY 83127 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
May 24, 2010 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 231565 
For services through 04/30/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
4/14/10 Steve Smith 
4/20/10 Steve Smith 
4/21/10 Steve Smith 
4/22/10 Steve Smith 
4/22/10 Kyle Millard 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.70 $416.50 Work on preparation of conservatorship 
pleadings. 
3.00 $735.00 Work on conservatorship pleading packet. 
2.80 $686.00 Review, revise and file conservatorship 
pleadings, and phone calls with court re 
same. 
2.00 $490.00 Continued work on conservatorship issues 
with court and plan for hearing; review 
questions raised by court and research 
and answer same. 
.60 $57.00 Review case file at Ada County 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
44787.0001.1926311.1 
001316
File No.: 44787-0001 e May 24, 2010 e Invoice No.: 231565 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
courthouse (Case No. CV OC 2009-
21373) and obtain Notice of Appearance 
for attorney review. 
4/26/10 Steve Smith 2.00 $490.00 Prepare conservatorship pleadings and file 
same. Telephone call with Court re same. 
4/28/10 Steve Smith 1.00 $245.00 Work on conservator issues and review of 
pleadings, telephone call with Jace 
Richards re same. 
4/29/10 Steve Smith 2.00 $490.00 Work on conservatorship packet of 
pleadings, phone call with court re same. 
4/30/10 Steve Smith 1.50 $367.50 Work on conservatorship issues and 
pleadings; telephone call with court re 
GAL and court visitor and physician 
issues, schedule hearing re same. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Attorney 16.00 $245.00 $3,920.00 
Kyle Millard Paralegal .60 $95.00 $57.00 
Clerk 
Total for Legal 
Services: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
4/26/10 Client Charges - CLERK OF THE COURT Fee for 1 
filing Petition and Supporting documents for 






Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice Is not paid on or before 06123/10 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 







UfHAWLEY £1 TROXELL 
e e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
P.O. Box 324 
Thayne, WY 83127 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
June 29, 2010 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 232947 
For services through 05/31/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
5/7/10 Steve Smith 
5/13/10 Steve Smith 
5/17/10 Steve Smith 
5/26/10 Steve Smith 
5/27/10 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.50 $122.50 Review POA materials and phone call with 
Jace Richards re same. 
1.00 $245.00 Work on POA and other asset recovery 
issues. 
1.10 $269.50 Continued preparation of trial strategy 
materials; phone call with client and 
Richards re same. 
1.10 $269.50 Review IRS POAs and prepare general 
POA for Jace Richards and Steve 
Neighbors. 
1.00 $245.00 Phone call with Jace Richards, review and 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice dale (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001318
File No.: 44787-0001 e June 29, 2010 Invoice No.: 232947 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Summary of Legal Services Title 


























Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 07/29110 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-4 7 









Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
P.O. Box 324 
Thayne, WY 83127 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
July 22, 2010 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-025%68 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 233824 
For services through 06/30/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
6/9/10 Steve· Smith 1.50 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$367 .50 Prepare PO As for Jace Richards and 
Steve Neighbors. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Attorney 1.50 $245.00 $367.50 
Total for Legal 
Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts w/11 be due If this Invoice Is not paid on or before 08/21110 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001320
UJHAWLEY rJ TROXELL 
e e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
P.O. Box 324 
Thayne, VJY 83127 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
August 24, 2010 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 235004 
For services through 07 /31/ 10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
· 7/19/10 Steve Smith 
7/22/10 Steve Smith 
7/26/10 Stev~ Smith 
7/27/10 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.20 $1,029.00 Prepare for and attend hearing regarding 
conservatorship; long phone calf with 
Watkins and extensive work on medical 
records issue. 
2.30 $563.50 Continue work on medical releases and 
preparation of affidavit for doctor's. 
2.30 $563.50 Long conference calf with Don Watkins 
and Steve Neighbors, additional work on · 
file. Work on medical records and multiple 
phone calls with Don Watkins re additional 
assets and documents supporting same. 
2.10 $514.50 Continued work on case and 
conservatorship and review of medical 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded wlll be Included In future Invoices. 
$2,670.50 
$2,670.50 
After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort wlll also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001321
File No.: 44787-0001 e August 24, 2010 Invoice No.: 235004 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 
Steve Smith Attorney 10.90 





Total for Legal 
Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 09/23/10 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
P.O. Box 324 
Thayne, VI/Y 83127 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
September 21, 2010 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 236205 
For services through 08/31/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
8/3/10 Steve Smith 
8/10/10 Steve Smith 
8/17/10 Steve Smith 
8/24/10 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2.00 $490.00 Receive and review medical records from 
Dr. Mercado in St. George, prepare 
affidavit re same and send to doctor, 
phone calls with S. Neighbors re same. 
2.00 $490.00 Continued work on obtaining doctor on 
conservatorship issue; prepare pleadings 
re same; multiple phone calls with Don 
Watkins re same. 
.20 $49.00 Emails with S. Neighbors regarding 
medical status. 
.80 $196.00 Continued work on finding medical 
provider for examination of client for 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001323
File No.: 44787-0001 September 21, 2010 Invoice No.: 236205 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
conservatorship purposes. 
8/26/10 Steve Smith 1.00 $245.00 Prepare and have fifed court ordered 
status report. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 
Steve Smith Attorney 6.00 
Total Hours: 6.00 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
8/31/10 Copying 
8/10/10 Client Charges - Heart of Dixie Cardiology 


















Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
08/24/10 235004 $2,670.50 
Total Due: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 10121/10 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 











Boise • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
October 28, 2010 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 237665 
For services through 09/30/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/2/10 Steve Smith 





Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$490.00 Continued work on conservatorship issue; 
prepare pleadings for Utah doctors, 
prepare pleading for Wyoming doctor, 
numerous phone calls with Don and Stella 
Watkins. 
$269.50 Continue work on conservatorship matters, 
including multiple letters, emails and long 
phone call with St. George doctor in 
attempt to get him to sign conservatorship 
affidavit. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 





After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collectlon action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort wlll also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001325
File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
9/7/10 Steve Smith 1.70 
9/9/10 Steve Smith 1.00 
9/13/10 Steve Smith .60 
9/14/10 Steve Smith .40 
9/17/10 Steve Smith .50 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
9/30/10 Copying 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 
08/24/10 235004 
09/21/10 236205 
October 28, 2010 Invoice No.: 237665 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$416,50 Further phone calls with St. George 
doctor, faxes and letters to GP in Wyoming 
regarding Don's medical condition and 
emails re same. Prepare affidavit and 
conference regarding getting doctor to 
sign affidavit. 
$245.00 Received signed affidavit from Wyoming 
doctor, have it filed with Court, and phone 
calls with Debra at court regarding signing 
of conservatorship papers. 
$147.00 Discussions with conservator regarding 
next steps upon Bieter signaling of order, 
phone call with client and phone call with 
court re same. 
$98.00 Receive and review signed 
conservatorship orders and provide to 
Neighbors. 
$122.50 Review long email from S. Neighbors 
















Interest on Past Due Amounts: 










Interest on past due amounts w/11 be due If this Invoice Is not paid on or before 11127/10 





Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
November 29, 2010 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 238892 
For services through 10/31/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
10/1/10 Steve Smith .50 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Total Hours: 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$122.50 Multiple emails and phone calls with Don 







Total for Legal 
Services: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 o/o per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001327
File No.: 44787-0001 November 29, 2010 
Quantity 
Invoice No.: 238892 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 







Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
08/24/10 235004 $2,670.50 
09/21/10 236205 $1,522.34 
10/28/10 237665 $1,831.51 
11/25/10 238776 $41.93 
Total Due: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 12/29/10 
If payment is m~de by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 





....,.. . (\, 0.00 





Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
December 22, 2010 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 239802 
For services through 11/30/10 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
11/3/10 Steve Smith 
11/10/10 Steve Smith 
11/15/10 Steve Smith 
11/17/10 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.40 $98.00 Receive telephone call from conservator 
S. Neighbors re case issue; receive e-
mails from Banducci lawyer re conservator 
meeting with 8. Watkins. 
.30 $73.50 Emails with conservator's counsel re 
meetings between defendant's and 
conservator. 
.40 $98.00 Review Bill Tharp emails. 
.30 $73.50 Phone call from Steve Neighbors 
regarding issues with clients and cash flow 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001329
File No.: 44787-0001 December 22, 2010 Invoice No.: 239802 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
questions and Brian Watkins query. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Attorney 1.40 $245.00 $343.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 1.40 Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 













Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 01/21111 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W., Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-4 7 










Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
January 26, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 241011 
For services through 12/31/10 in connection with the following: 







Summary of Legal Services Title 






Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$245.00 Receive and review conservator's report. 
$245.00 Continued review of conservator's report, 
telephone conference with client re same; 






Total for Legal 
Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
=================--=--------------------------------·-·------ -
001331
File No.: 44787-0001 January 26, 2011 Invoice No.: 241011 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
08/24/10 235004 $2,670.50 
09/21/10 236205 $1,522.34 
10/28/10 237665 $1,831.51 
11/25/10 238776 $41.93 
11/29/10 238892 $148.78 
12/22/10 239802 $402.83 
01/25/11 240896 $64.75 
Total Due: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 02125/11 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 







Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
Ale No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
February 25, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 241923 
For services through 01/31/11 in connection with the following: 












Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.20 $312.00 Receive and review conservator's report. 
1.20 $174.00 Draft subpoena duces tecum items re 
electronic financial records. 
2.30 $598.00 Meet with S. Neighbors, begin preparing 
SDT for Brian Watkins. 
1.00 $260.00 Review affidavit, review materials for 
petition for approval and work on 
subpoena duces tecum for financial 
records. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001333
File No.: 44787-0001 February 25, 2011 Invoice No.: 241923 
Summary of Legal Services Tltle 
Steve Smith Attorney 












Total for Legal 
Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 





























Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice Is not paid on or before 03/27111 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 










ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
March 18, 2011 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 242799 
For services through 02/28/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
2/2/11 Steve Smith 
2/7/11 Steve Smith 






Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$260.00 Work on request to sell property with Jace 
Richards, attorney for conservator, and 
look into Idaho statute regarding 
conservator's duties. 
$260.00 Review motion for sale and long 
conference with Conservator counsel J. 
Richards re same. 
$390.00 Continue work on case related to motion 
to sell, and work with Jace Richards on 
same issue, and other jurisdictional issues. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
---------------------
001335
File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
2/9/11 Steve Smith 1.00 
2/11/11 Steve Smith 2.00 
2/16/11 Steve Smith 2.00 
2/23/11 Steve Smith 3.10 
2/24/11 Steve Smith 2.10 
2/25/11 Steve Smith 2.20 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Total Hours: 




















Description of Legal Services 
Review motion; further work on issue 
related to transfer of jurisdiction. 
Research on jurisdiction issue, and phone 
call with J. Richards re same and other 
hearing issues. 
Review Dinius objection to sale and long 
telephone call with conservator's counsel 
regarding strategy. 
Prepare for and attend hearing, meet with 
conservator and begin planning 
presentation for next hearing; review will 
and trust. 
Continued review of materials in 
anticipation of hearing including review of 
will and trust, telephone call with J. 
Richards, counsel for conservator, re 
same, outline presentation to court, and 
legal research regarding transfer of case 
to probate court. 
Phone calls with client regarding change 
of trustee's; continue review of will and 
trust and analysis re same; phone calls 
with conservator re strategy and meeting 





Total for Legal 
Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 



















File No.: 44787-0001 
e 
March 18, 2011 Invoice No.: 242799 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 04117111 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-4 7 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene• Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
April 25, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 244102 
For services through 03/31/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
3/21/11 Steve Smith 
3/23/11 Steve Smith 
3/24/11 Steve Smith 
3/25/11 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.50 $1,170.00 Prepare for and meet with Watkins' 
daughters and conservator re case status 
and future litigation plans, telephone calls 
with Jace Richards re same. 
1.60 $416.00 Long phone call with Jace Watkins re 
hearing. 
1.20 $312.00 Multiple phone calls with Jace Richards re 
case status and proceeding with other 
parties in case. 
.70 $182.00 Phone calls and emails from Jace 
Richards regarding case status and tactics 
given appearance of daughters. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded wm be included in future invoices. 
$2,080.00 
$2,080.00 
After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001338
File No.: 44787-0001 April 25, 2011 Invoice No.: 244102 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 
Steve Smith Attorney 8.00 





Total for Legal 
Services: 



































Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice Is not paid on or before 05125/11 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 









Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
May 31, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 245189 
For services through 04/30/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
4/8/11 Steve Smith 
4/12/11 Steve Smith 






Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$702.00 Prepare for and attend court hearing; 
meeting with conservator and counsel 
thereafter, follow up very long phone call 
with Jace Richards re all aspects of case. 
$754.00 Begin review of documentation related to 
theft and think about motions to 
consolidate and remove trustees; review 
statutory requirements re same. 
$520.00 Begin review of various forensic materials 
and conferences with J. Richards re same; 
work on transfer and removal motions. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attomey's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001340
File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
4/20/11 Steve Smith 1.00 
4/22/11 Steve Smith 3.00 
4/26/11 Steve Smith 1.50 
4/27/11 Steve Smith 2.60 
4/27/11 Nick Smith .70 
4/28/11 Steve Smith 3.70 
4/29/11 Steve Smith 6.50 
4/29/11 Nick Smith 1.20 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Nick Smith Associate 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
4/30/11 Copying 














Description of Legal Services 
Receive and review additional information 
from conservator. 
Meet with conservator and staff and ACSO 
detective re forensic issues and review 
and analyze re same. 
Receive and review multiple phone calls 
and emails from conservator's counsel and 
respond to same. Phone calls with Jace 
Richards re case status, continued review 
of documents. 
Prepare status report to court, phone calls 
and emails with conservator's counsel, 
continue review of information for various 
motions to be filed. 
Conference with S. Smith re status report; 
draft same; review complaint. 
Multiple phone calls and emails with Jace 
Richards and Steve Neighbors re case 
status; phone call with Don Watkins and 
Cameron re removal of trustee issues. 
Long meeting with Jace Richards and K. 
Chen re case status; further long 
telephone calls with J. Richards re same; 
meeting with N. Smith regarding various 
motions and phone call with St. George 
counsel Cameron Nordby re same; review 
notes made by Don Watkins and analyze 
same; email to Stoel Rives and further 
review of other documents. 
Conference with S. Smith re case status, 
strategy, and projects; telephone 























File No.: 44787-0001 May 31, 2011 Invoice No.: 245189 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
08/24/10 235004 $2,670.50 
09/21/10 236205 $1,522.34 
10/28/10 237665 $1,831.51 
11/25/10 238776 $41.93 
11/29/10 238892 $148.78 
12/22/10 239802 $402.83 
01/25/11 240896 $64.75 
01/26/11 241011 $490.00 
03/18/11 242799 $4,203.65 
04/25/11 244032 $110.99 
04/25/11 244102 $2,080.00 
05/25/11 245086 $110.99 
Total Due: $20,696.41 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 06/30/11 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 




UJHAWLEY ..£1 TROXELL 
e 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
June 29, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 246158 
For services through 05/31/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/ Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
5/2/11 Steve Smith 
5/2/11 Nick Smith 
5/3/11 Steve Smith 
5/3/11 Nick Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2.50 $650.00 Review various emails and other 
documents from conservator and counsel; 
analysis of removal of trustees, review 
various documents related to theft of 
money. 
1.10 $159.50 Research love and affection as 
consideration under Idaho law; brief 
conference with S. Smith re same. 
4.20 $1,092.00 Continued review of financial records. 
.80 $116.00 Review file. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 





After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collectlon action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001343
File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
5/4/11 Nick Smith 3.30 
5/9/11 Nick Smith 2.10 
5/13/11 Steve Smith 2.70 
5/23/11 Steve Smith 2.30 
5/24/11 Steve Smith 1.40 
5/25/11 Steve Smith 3.00 
5/25/11 Nick Smith .40 
5/27/11 Steve Smith 1.50 
5/28/11 Steve Smith 2.00 
5/31/11 Steve Smith 3.60 
5/31/11 Nick Smith 1.50 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Nick Smith Associate 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
5/31/11 Copying 
June 29, 2011 Invoice No.: 246158 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$478.50 Review file; create timeline from 
complaints and outline of parties and their 
relationships; research Idaho law re 
removal of trustee; begin draft of petition 
to remove trustee; brief conferences with 
S. Smith re same. 
$304.50 Draft and revise petition to remove 
trustees; brief conferences with S. Smith 
and R. Thomas re same; research Idaho 
law re removal of trustees. 
$702.00 Substantial work on trustee issues with 
phone calls with J. Richards and C. Morby 
regarding various issues; meeting with K 
Chen re same. 
$598.00 Receive email from conservator and work 
on change of venue, and trustee removal 
issues. 
$364.00 Long phone call with Jace Richards and 
continued work on trust issues 
$780.00 General case work on Watkins matter, 
including review of materials regarding 
trust issues and George Wadsworth; 
discuss subpoena with Richards and 
review same. 
$58.00 Review and revise petition to remove co-
trustees; brief conference with S. Smith re 
same. 
$390.00 Long phone call with Jace Richards and 
review response from opposing party 
$520.00 Read and review multiple emails regarding 
Wadsworth rejection of settlement. 
$936.00 Long telephone call with client; very long 
conference call with conservator and 
others re case status. 
$217.50 Conference call with S. Smith, C. Morby, 
S. Neighbors, J. Richards, and client re 




















File No.: 44787-0001 June 29, 2011 
Quantity 
Invoice No.: 246158 





































Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 07129/11 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 










Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
August 19, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 247903 
For services through 07/31/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
6/1/11 Steve Smith 
6/1/11 Nick Smith 
6/2/11 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.10 $286.00 Review various trust documents, receive 
emails and phone calls with Conservator 
lawyer Jace Richards, emails with C. 
Morbey re same. 
1.70 $246.50 Research re Washington statutes 
governing situs of trust; telephone 
conference with C. Morby, S. Smith, and 
clients re strategy. 
2.00 $520.00 Review of new trust and estate documents 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001346
File No.: 44787-0001 e August 19, 2011 Invoice No.: 247903 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
and update regarding litigation, review 
consolidation pleadings; phone calls with 
J. Richards re same. 
6/4/11 Nick Smith 2.50 $362.50 Research Idaho rules re amending )j (2o /S3 pleading and consolidating actions; draft motion to consolidate, amended 
complaint, and motion to amend. 
6/6/11 Steve Smith .80 $208.00 Review documents from C. Morebey, St. 
George trust lawyer. 
6/6/11 Nick Smith 4.10 $594.50 Review and revise amended complaint 
and motion to consolidate; research 
Washington code and case law re 
Washington law on removal of trustees; 
revise petition to remove trustees; 
conference with S. Smith re court 
documents and strategy. 
6/9/11 Steve Smith .50 $130.00 Phone calf with client regarding estate 
issues. 
6/14/11 Steve Smith 1.00 $260.00 Review new estate documents from 
Morbey. 
6/23/11 Steve Smith .50 $130.00 Review new documents from Richards. 
7/7/11 Steve Smith 1.00 $260.00 Review conservator report arid phone calls 
with Jace Richards re same 
7/8/11 Steve Smith 1.50 $390.00 Review and revise conservator report and 
conferences with J. Richards re same 
7/11/11 Steve Smith 1.50 $390.00 Review and revise conservatorship fetter, 
and phone calf with Neighbors re same .. 
7/18/11 Steve Smith 2.50 $650.00 Receive revise and finalize status report to 
court with conservator report attached. 
7/29/11 Steve Smith .80 $208.00 Telephone calf with Jace Richards re 
status of settlement and case against 
Don's sons. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Attorney 13.20 $260.00 $3,432.00 
Nick Smith Associate 8.30 $145.00 $1,203.50 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 21.50 Services: $4,635.50 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
7/31/11 Copying 62 $11.16 







File No.: 44787-0001 August 19, 2011 Invoice No.: 247903 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 






































Interest on past due amounts wlll be due if this Invoice Is not paid on or before 09/18111 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account#003-00017-47 









Boise • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
P.O. Box 324 
Thayne, WY 83127 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
September 25, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 837fil-1617 
EIN: 82-025%68 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 249247 
For services in connection with the following: 








Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 














PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001349
UJHAWLEY .£l TROXELL 
e -
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
September 28, 2011 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 249315 
For services through 08/31/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
8/9/11 Steve Smith 
8/16/11 Steve Smith 









Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$390.00 Multiple phone calls with Jace Richards 
regarding new Supreme Court case, read 
case, and further calls with Jace. 
$182.00 Various emails regarding attorneys 
meeting, and telephone call with Jace 
Richards re same. 
Hours Rate Amount 
2.20 $260.00 $572.00 
Total for Legal 
2.20 Services: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by appllcable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort wtll also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
rnrn.::s::u::e:z:m-====---===--=-
001350
File No.: 44787-0001 September 28, 2011 Invoice No.: 249315 












































Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice Is not paid on or before 10128/11 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 





UJHAWLEY Ll TROXELL 
Boise • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Arthur Donald Watkins 
P.O. Box 324 
Thayne,WY 83127 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
October 25, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 250294 
For services in connection with the following: 







Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 







Interest on past due amounts w/11 be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 10/21/10 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
October 28, 2011 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 250390 
For services through 09/30/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/1/11 Steve Smith 
9/14/11 Steve Smith 
9/16/11 Steve Smith 
9/19/11 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.50 $390.00 Receive various discovery information 
from conservator's lawyer and review 
same; phone calls re same. 
1.20 $312.00 Read RFA proposals. 
1.00 $260.00 Review requests for admission and phone 
with with Jace Richards re same. 
2.10 $546.00 Prepare for and meeting with opposing 
lawyers in Watkins case. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




l:1 \ ~2 ,rC.O 
After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collectlon action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001353
e 
File No.: 44787-0001 October 28, 2011 Invoice No.: 250390 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 
Steve Smith Attorney 5.80 





Total for Legal 
Services: 












































Interest on past due amounts will be due ff this Invoice Is not paid on c,r before 11127111 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
November 21, 2011 Invoice No.: 251328 
INVOICE 
For services through 10/31/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
10/7/11 Steve Smith 1.10 
10/10/11 Nick Smith 1.10 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Nick Smith Associate 
Legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$286.00 Receive and review case information from 
conservator's lawyer. 
$159.50 Review conservator's report and amended 










PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001355
File No.: 44787-0001 e November 21, 2011 e Invoice No.: 251328 
Summary of Legal Services Tltle Hours 
Total Hours: 2.20 
Rate Amount 
Total for Legal 
Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 































Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice Is not paid on or before 12/21/11 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 










ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
December 12, 2011 
INVOICE 
For services through 11/30/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
11/17/11 Steve Smith .20 $52.00 Emails regarding Stella. 




11/21/11 Steve Smith .50 $130.00 Emails from Jace regarding Stella's illness. Y3 11/23/11 Steve Smith 
Summary of Legal Services 
Steve Smith 
1.00 $260.00 Review discovery materials. 
Title Hours Rate Amount 
Attorney 1.70 $260.00 $442.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 1.70 Services: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
Sb ·"1 
$442.00 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001357
File No.: 44787-0001 December 12, 2011 Invoice No.: 252235 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 


















































Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 01/11/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: RTHO 
January 12, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 253163 
For services through 12/31/11 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
12/5/11 Steve Smith 
12/8/11 Steve Smith 
12/9/11 Steve Smith 
12/13/11 Steve Smith 
Summary of Legal Services 
Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.50 $390.00 Review interrogatories and RFPs. 
1.20 $312.00 Review and revise discovery. h 
1.00 $260.00 Review, revise and finalize status report. 
1.50 $390.00 Review of discovery materials. )'3 
Tltle Hours Rate Amount 
Attorney 5.20 $260.00 $1,352.00 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 







After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001359
File No.: 44787-0001 January 12, 2012 Invoice No.: 253163 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 
Total Hours: 5.20 














Total Due This Invoice: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 02/11/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
February 15, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 254319 
For services through 01/31/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
1/11/12 Steve Smith 
1/12/12 , Steve Smith 
1/13/12 Steve Smith 
1/13/12 Nick Smith 
1/14/12 Nick Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Less Unallocated Payments Applied: 
Total Due This Invoice: 






1.20 $312.00 Review discovery and related pleadings. /3 l O ~, 00 
1.00 $260.00 Review of additional pleadings. 
1.40 $364.00 Review of multiple pleadings. 
2.60 $416.00 Work on amended complaint. 
4.30 $688.00 Work on amended complaint; review 
motion to dismiss. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
y.3 t ~g .~ 1 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 "lo per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001361
--- --
File No.: 44787-0001 February 15, 2012 Invoice No.: 254319 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1/16/12 Steve Smith 3.00 $780.00 Review of all pleadings and discovery; 
various phone calls with J. Richards re 
same 
1/16/12 Nick Smith 5.00 $800.00 Telephone conference with J. Richards re 
status of litigation and negotiations, facts, 
amended complaint, motion to dismiss, 
and case history; review documents 
received from J. Richards; redraft 
amended complaint using documents 
received from J. Richards; work on 
strategy for responding to motion to 
dismiss and filing amended complaint. 
1/17/12 Steve Smith 2.80 $728.00 Continued work on pending motions. 
1/17/12 Nick Smith 4.90 $784.00 Review documents re promissory notes 
from J. Richards; redraft amended 
complaint, including adding new causes of 
action; obtain hearing date for motion for 
leave to amend complaint; communication 
with opposing counsel re hearing motion 
to dismiss at same time as motion for 
leave to amend; research Idaho law re 
Civil RICO, conversion, unjust enrichment, 
collective trust, and collection actions. 
1/18/12 Nick Smith 5.90 $944.00 Work on amended complaint; 
communication with J. Richards re 
background; revise opposition memo on 
motion to dismiss; review documents from 
J. Richards; draft affidavit of S. Neighbors. 
1/19/12 Steve Smith 2.80 $728.00 Work on motions, work on discovery p ;:;4 =2. ro '1 
issues and response issues. 
1/19/12 Nick Smith 6.80 $1,088.00 Finalize amended complaint; 
communication with J. Richards re 
revisions; draft notice of hearing, motion to 
shorten time, motion for leave to file 
amended complaint, affidavit of N. Smith in 
support of motion to shorten time; file all 
pleadings. 
1/20/12 Nick Smith .30 $48.00 Receipt and review of B. Watkins's joinder; 
draft and file notice of hearing on motion 
for leave. 
1/23/12 Steve Smith 2.00 $520.00 Work on case preparation. 
~ j_ tf.l,{?1 1/26/12 Steve Smith 2.50 $650.00 Review discovery responses. 
1/26/12 Nick Smith 3.50 $560.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on motion h \ ibvG,1 to dismiss and motion for leave to file 
amended complaint; work with J. Richards 
re same. 




File No.: 44787-0001 February 15, 2012 
e 
Invoice No.: 254319 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Nick Smith Associate 
Total Hours: 






















Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Less Unallocated Payments Applied: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
01/12/12 253163 $1,409.60 
Total Due: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 03/16/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 











Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
April 12, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 255163 
For seivices through 05/31/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
2/3/12 Steve Smith 
2/6/12 Steve Smith 
2/10/12 Steve Smith 
2/20/12 Steve Smith 
2/21/12 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Less Unallocated Payments Applied: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2.90 $754.00 Work on discovery issues and case 
preparation. 
2.00 $520.00 Red long discovery responses. 
3.00 $780.00 Work on discovery issues and case 
preparation. 
2.00 $520.00 Work on case preparation. 
2.00 $520.00 Work on discovery responses and review 
materials related to answers to complaint; 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort wlll also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001364
File No.: 44787-0001 April 12, 2012 Invoice No.: 255163 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
review counterclaim issues. 
2/22/12 Steve Smith 1.60 $416.00 Work on discovery issues and responses. 
2/27/12 Steve Smith 1.80 $468.00 Continued work on discovery issues and 
general case preparation. 
2/28/12 Steve Smith 4.00 $1,040.00 Meet with conservator's counsel re 
discovery responses and other case 
issues. K ,,(o .~ i 
3/1/12 Steve Smith 2.50 $650.00 Review, revise and finalize interrogatory 
responses. 
3/2/12 Steve Smith 2.10 $546.00 Work on case preparation particularly 0 \~~ ,00 discovery responses. 
3/5/12 Steve Smith 1.80 $468.00 Work on case preparation with focus on ~ (5Co410 
discovery. 
3/7/12 Steve Smith 1.20 $312.00 Work on case preparation. 
3/9/12 Steve Smith 2.00 $520.00 Work on case preparation. 
/g:)O~ 
b 72,D< 
3/15/12 Steve Smith 2.20 $572.00 Case work including respond to 
counterclaim review. 
3/15/12 Nick Smith 1.80 $288.00 . . ~ ~8.00 Draft and file answer to Doug Watkins' J . c) 
counterclaim. 
3/16/12 Steve Smith 2.20 $572.00 Additional case work and review and / ~t 6'1...i, tJ 0 
finalize response to counterclaim. 
3/19/12 Steve Smith 2.20 $572.00 Continued case work with focus on ~ 1cr0 ,67 discovery. 
3/22/12 Steve Smith 1.70 $442.00 General case preparation. 
J/3 3/30/12 Steve Smith .50 $130.00 Phone call with client regarding case t.\-S,33 
status. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Attorney 37.70 $260.00 $9,802.00 
Nick Smith Associate 1.80 $160.00 $288.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 39.50 Services: $10,090.00 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
5/31/12 Copying 2204 $396.72 w 2/10/12 Court Fees - ADA COUNTY CLERK Filing Fee for 1 $88.00 ;t 
1st Amended Complaint 
2/10/12 Reversal from Void Check Number: 128061 Bank 1 ($88.00) 




File No.: 44787-0001 April 12, 2012 
Quantity 
Invoice No.: 255163 





Less Unallocated Payments Applied: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 
05/16/12 258544 















Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 05/12/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 










Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
May 16, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 258544 
For services through 04/30/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
4/9/12 Steve Smith 
4/12/12 Steve Smith 
4/12/12 Nick Smith 
4/17/12 Steve Smith 
4/18/12 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.80 $468.00 Receive long discovery letter from Brian 
Watkins' lawyer, analyze same and 
compare to discovery responses. 
2.00 $520.00 Work on discovery responses. 
.20 $32.00 Receipt and review of discovery demand 
letter. 
2.50 $650.00 Work on response to discovery letter and 
review discovery already provided, 
analyze settlement possibilities. 
2.00 $520.00 Conference call with Grimm and Richards, 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 






After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001367
File No.: 44787-0001 May 16, 2012 Invoice No.: 258544 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Nick Smith Associate 
Total Hours: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 
04/12/12 255163 




Retainer/Trust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
work on potential settlement options. 
Hours Rate Amount 
8.30 $260.00 $2,158.00 
.20 $160.00 $32.00 
Total for Legal 
8.50 Services: 
, Interest on Past Due Amounts: 










Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 06115/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 









Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
January 31, 2013 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 266169 
For services through 12/31/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
12/4/12 Steve Smith 
12/6/12 Steve Smith 
12/7/12 Steve Smith 
12/10/12 Steve Smith 
12/11/12 Steve Smith 
12/28/12 Steve Smith 
12/28/12 Steven Wieland 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2.00 $520.00 Work on deposition preparation. 
1.00 $260.00 Work on case preparation. 
.80 $208.00 Phone call with client re case status. 
4.00 $1,040.00 Meet with expert; meet with conservator re 
case status. 
1.50 $390.00 Work on issues raised by meeting with 
expert. 
1.00 $260.00 Case and deposition preparation. 
.50 $77.50 Meet with S. Smith to discuss new request 
for production; telephone call with D. 
McClure re same. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
$3,205.00 
$3,205.00 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001369
. e 
• File No.: 44787-0001 January 31, 2013 Invoice No.: 266169 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
12/31/12 Steven Wieland 2.90 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Steven Wieland Associate 
Total Hours: 




Retainer/Trust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$449.50 Work with D. McClure to prepare Plaintiff's 
Second Set of Requests for Production 
seeking tax returns, bank account 
statements, and other financial 
documents. 
Hours Rate Amount 
10.30 $260.00 $2,678.00 
3.40 $155.00 $527.00 
Total for Legal 
13.70 Services: 







Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 03/02/13 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 







Boise • Coeur cl' Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
June 25, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 259570 
For services th~ugh 05/31/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
5/1/12 Steve Smith 
5/2/12 Steve Smith 
5/3/12 Steve Smith 







Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$390.00 Prepare for and attend status conference, 
meet with Conservator's counsel thereafter 
to discuss case planning. 
$260.00 Phone call with client and prepare letter 
regarding residency. 
$390.00 Work on expert issues including review of 
materials from new expert. 
$156.00 Further work on expert issues. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 





After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001371
File No.: 44787-0001 June 25, 2012 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
5/11/12 Steve Smith 1.00 $260.00 Work on expert related issues. 
5/21/12 Steve Smith 1.10 $286.00 Work on discovery issues and case 
preparation. 
5/23/12 Steve Smith 1.00 $260.00 Work on case preparation issues. 
5/25/12 Steve Smith 1.10 $286.00 Phone call with conservator, review 
various materials related to ongoing 
discovery. 
5/30/12 Steve Smith 1.40 $364.00 Receive and review pleadings from 
Defendants. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steve Smith Attorney 10.20 $260.00 $2,652.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 10.20 Services: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
5/31/12 Copying 13 $2.34 
5/14/12 Client Charges - Averti Fraud Solutions Payment 1 $1,500.00 
for Forensic Accounting Services for Arthur 
Donald Watkins. 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 
04/12/12 255163 
05/16/12 258544 










Interest on Past Due Amounts: 











Invoice No.: 259570 










File No.: 44787-0001 
e 
June 25, 2012 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
Page 3 




Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
July 31, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 260615 
For services through 06/30/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
6/2/12 Steve Smith 
6/7/12 Steve Smith 
6/7/12 Allison Parker 
6/7/12 Allison Parker 
6/8/12 Steve Smith 
6/11/12 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due Thi~ Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.40 $104.00 Emails with conservator re case status. 
1.80 $468.00 Extensive work on discovery issues with 
attention to ongoing dispute with opposing 
counsel regarding state of production of 
documents. 
. 50 $62.50 Meet with S. Smith re Motion to lnterplead . 
1.60 $200.00 Draft motion for interpleader. 
2.40 $624.00 Continued work on discovery issues. 
2.00 $520.00 Work on discovery issues. 
PAYMEN.T DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001374
File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
6/11/12 Allison Parker 1.50 
6/13/12 Steve Smith 1.00 
6/14/12 Steve Smith 1.60 
6/15/12 Steve Smith 1.00 
6/18/12 Steve Smith 1.00 
6/19/12 Steve Smith 1.00 
6/25/12 Steve Smith 3.00 
6/26/12 Steve Smith 2.50 
6/27/12 Steve Smith 2.00 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Allison Parker Summer 
Associate 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
6/30/12 Copying 





Retainer/Trust Account Summary 
Beginning Balance: 
Deposits: 















Description of Legal Services 
Draft Motion to lnterplead. 
Work on discovery issues. 
Work on Watkins discovery issues in 
advance of hearing. 
Prepare response to motion to compel 
Further work on motion to compel issues. 
Conference call with Seattle counsel re 
settlement issues, work on discovery 
issues. 
Prepare and attend hearing on motion to 
compel. 
Work on conservatorship related issues. 
Work on case preparation with particular 


































File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Disbursements: 
Retainerff rust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 




Invoice No.: 260615 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 08/30/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
August 21, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 261292 
For services through 07 /31/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
7/2/12 Steve Smith 




Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$780.00 Work on discovery related issues, 
including preparation for client's 
deposition; phone calls with client 
regarding real estate issues, and work on 





$598.00 Work on discovery issues and work on /3o 
issues related to client's upcoming _.:, 
depositions; work on issues related to 
2.30 
motion to compel. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001377





































Summary of Legal Services Tltle 



















August 21, 2012 Invoice No.: 261292 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$520.00 Long phone call with Conservator counsel; 
work on discovery issues. 
$182.00 Continued work on discovery matters. 
$416.00 Continued work on issues related to 




$1,040.00 Substantial work on discovery including t~ 3 LI- /a, b ~ 
review of all materials produced to / 3, 
opponents, multiple phone calls with Jace 
Richards re same. 
$650.00 Continued review of Watkins materials. 
$128.00 Telephone conference with S. Smith and 
J. Richards re deposition of client and 
order for conservatorship and competency. 
$676.00 Continued review of discovery materials, 
and phone calls with Jace Richards re 
same. 
$64.00 Review and analyze Rogers decision re 
effect of case on protected person under 
conservatorship. 
$48.00 Review Idaho statutes re conservatorship 
vis a vis ROgers decision; brief conference 
with S. Smith re same. 
$112.00 Research re taking deposition of protected 
person under conservatorship about 
financial issues. 
$176.00 Research Idaho case law re ability of 
person under conservatorship to testify at 
deposition or trial; work with LEXIS 
researcher re same; brief conference with 
S. Smith re results of research. 
Continued work on discovery and 
deposition preparation issues. 
$1,040.00 
$364.00 Review of documents and file materials // I ~ J .3 "l 








Prepare for client's deposition. ) 3 ~ e , s l 
Multiple phone calls with Don Watkins and v.3 L '1 ~, 3', 
prepare for deposition of client. t / 3 
Prepare for client's depositions. }3 y: 
Prepare for meet and confer and prepare/ 3 
for client's depositions. 
Rate Amount 
$260.00 $8,450.00 




File No.: 44787-0001 e August 21, 2012 e Invoice No.: 261292 
Summary of Legal Services Title 





Disbursements and Other Charges 
Copying 




















Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 




07 /25/12 260570 
07/31/12 260615 



















Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 09/20/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 











ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
September 24, 2012 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 262298 
For services through 08/31/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
8/1/12 Steve Smith 
8/1/12 Steven Wieland 





Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$728.00 Meet and confer at Dinius office, multiple 
phone calls with J. Richards re same and 
other discovery issues; ongoing work on 
discovery 
$201.50 Telephone call with J. Richards re motion 





2.00 $520.00 Work on discovery issues and multiple l/3 \ 't 3 • 93 
emails and phone calls with conservator's / _:: 
lawyer. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001380
File No.: 44787-0001 September 24, 2012 Invoice No.: 262298 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
8/3/12 Steve Smith 1.70 $442.00 Continued work on issues related to ~ !'4'1·33 discovery and multiple conference with 
conservator counsel Richards re same. 
8/6/12 Steve Smith 4.80 $1,248.00 Work on discovery issues, with multiple /3 e+rc, ~co 
emails and phone calls with Conservator 3 
counsel. 
8/7/12 Steve Smith 2.00 $520.00 Continued work on discovery production Y3 t'73 · 3':> 
issues. 
8/8/12 Steve Smith 3.20 $832.00 Continued work on discovery issues with h -:;'7'7. ~! 
conservator counsel. 
8/10/12 Steve Smith 2.20 $572.00 Continued work on discovery issues. }1 l"I CJ ,6 '1 
8/13/12 Steve Smith 1.50 $390.00 Ongoing work on discovery issues with /3 1)0,00 emails and phone calls with client. 
8/13/12 Steven Wieland 6.20 $961.00 Work on Motion to Compel Accounting, 
Memorandum in Support, and Affidavit of 
S. Neighbors in Support; telephone 
conference with J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re Motion to Compel 
Accounting. 
8/14/12 Steve Smith 3.00 $780.00 Continued extensive work on discovery 
issues including phone calls with 
conservator's counsel. Prepare for 
interview with D. Watkins. 
8/14/12 Steven Wieland .30 $46.50 Review e-mails from J. Richards; work on 
Affidavit of Steven G. Neighbors in 
Support of Motion to Compel Accounting. 
8/15/12 Steve Smith 3.00 $780.00 Prepare to video interview client. 
8/15/12 Steven Wieland .60 $93.00 Work on affidavit of Steven G. Neighbors 
in Support of Motion to Compel 
Accounting. 
8/16/12 Steve Smith 4.00 $1,040.00 Prepare for and interview of client, phone 
calls to conservator counsel re same. 
8/17/12 Steve Smith 2.20 $572.00 Continued work on case issues related to 
meeting with Don. 
8/17/12 Steven Wieland .40 $62.00 Telephone conversation with J. Richards 
re Affidavit in Support of Motion to Compel 
Accounting. 
8/18/12 Steve Smith .50 $130.00 Read forensic report. 
8/20/12 Steve Smith 1.00 $260.00 Further work on discovery issues including 
phone calls with conservator counsel. 
8/21/12 Steve Smith 2.00 $520.00 Continued work on discovery issues 
including multiple phone calls with 
conservator counsel Richards. 
8/21/12 Steven Wieland .60 $93.00 Conference with J. Richards and S. Smith 
re drafting Affidavit of D. McClure in 
Support of Motion for Accounting; review 
letter from D. McClure outlining potential 
. indicia of fraud. 
Page 2 
001381
File No.: 44787-0001 September 24, 2012 Invoice No.: 262298 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
8/22/12 Steve Smith 3.50 $910.00 Long meeting with conservator counsel J. 
Richards regarding all aspects of 
discovery. 
8/22/12 Steven Wieland 1.70 $263.50 Revise Motion to Compel Accounting as 
well as Memorandum in Support and 
Affidavit of S. Neighbors in Support; draft 
Affidavit of Denise McClure in Support of 
Motion to Compel Accounting. 
8/23/12 Steve Smith 1.40 $364.00 Further work on discovery issues. 
8/27/12 Steve Smith 2.30 $598.00 Work on Watkins discovery issues. 
8/27/12 Steven Wieland .so $77.50 Review e-mail from J. Richards re 
language for a Rule 26(b)(S)(B) sample 
clawback letter; draft sample language re 
same and e-mail to J. Richards. 
8/27/12 Kyle Millard .20 $19.00 Duplicate master disc of Don Watkins 
interview and save same to electronic filing 
system. 
8/28/12 Steve Smith 1.20 $312.00 Work on litigation issues related to Pavlov. 
Phone calls and emails with Jace 
Richards. 
8/29/12 Steve Smith 2.00 $520.00 Work on discovery and case preparation 
issues. 
8/31/12 Steve Smith 1.00 $260.00 Work on discovery issues. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 






Steven Wieland Associate 







Total Hours: 59.10 
Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity 
Copying 306 
Computer Assisted Legal Research 3 
Client Charges - JOHN GLENN HALL COMPANY 1 






















File No.: 44787-0001 










Retainer/Trust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
September 24, 2012 















Invoice No.: 262298 
$14,635.56 
$26,598.13 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 10/24/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 







Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
October 5, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
-El:N":82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 262732 
For services through 09/30/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/5/12 Steve Smith 
9/6/12 David Brown 
9/10/12 Christian Wamhoff 
9/11/12 Christian Wamhoff 
9/17/12 Steven Wieland 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.00 $260.00 Work on discovery issues. 
.60 $84.00 Review records, images, and submit for 
database development. 
1.30 $123.50 Compile, import and electronically process 
Prod006 documents. 
.30 $28.50 Continue to process Prod006 documents, 
create computerized database (DONW) 
and load processed documents into same. 
.50 $77.50 E-mail exchange with J. Richards re form 
of Motion or Complaint in lnterpleader; 
search for and locate model documents for 
J. Richards to use. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
$833.50 
$833.50 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001384
' A 
File No.: 44787-0001 e October 5, 2012 e Invoice No.: 262732 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/25/12 Steve Smith 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Steven Wieland Associate 
David Brown Paralegal 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 
Services 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 












Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 4.70 Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 



























Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 11/04/12 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 















ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
November 15, 2012 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 264024 
For services through 10/31/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/11/12 Steve Smith 
9/12/12 Steve Smith 
10/16/12 Steve Smith 
10/22/12 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.00 $260.00 Work on clawback agreement. 
.80 $208.00 Work on clawback agreement and other 
issues related to discovery responses. 
.60 $156.00 Emails and phone calls with conservator 
regarding forensic report. 
.50 $130.00 Continue work on case issues related to 
payment on Seattle note, phone call with 
J. Richards re same. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 







After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001387
• File No.: 44787-0001 e November 15, 2012 e Invoice No.: 264024 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
10/26/12 Steve Smith 1.00 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$260.00 Review emails regarding payment on 
Seattle nursing home. 
Hours Rate Amount 
3.90 $260.00 $1,014.00 
Total for Legal 
3.90 Services: 
Quantity Amount 
10/2/12 Overnight Delivery- FEDERAL EXPRESS 1 $54.49 
CORPORATION Delivery to Aurthor Donald 
Watkins on 9/11/12 


















Interest on Past Due Amounts: 

























• File No.: 44787-0001 e November 15, 2012 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
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Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
December 7, 2012 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 264602 
For services through 11/30/12 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
11/9/12 Steve Smith .60 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Total Hours: 
Legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 









Total for Legal 
Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 






After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 o/o per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001390
.File No:: 44787-0001 December 7, 2012 e Invoice No.: 264602 
Total Due This Invoice: 































Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 01/06/13 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
February 25, 2013 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 266727 
For services through 01/31/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
1/7/13 Steve Smith 
1/14/13 David Brown 
1/15/13 Kyle Millard 
1/16/13 Steve Smith 
1/16/13 Steven Wieland 
1/17/13 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.70 $192.50 Receive and review report from expert. 
.20 $28.00 Receive additional client documents, 
submit for database processing and filing. 
.30 $30.00 Receive, review and electronically process 
documents and add same to electronic 
document database in preparation for 
document review (DONW Bates Prefix). 
1.00 $275.00 Read and review expert's report. 
.10 $16.50 Telephone call and e-mail to Denise 
McClure re contacting S. Smith. 
.70 $192.50 Read experts report and phone call with 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
$954.50 
$954.50 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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File No.: 44787-0001 e February 25, 2013 e Invoice No.: 266727 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
1/24/13 Steve Smith .80 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Steven Wieland Associate 
David Brown Paralegal 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 
Services 
Total Hours: 




Retainer/Trust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
client re same. 
















Total for Legal 
3.80 Services: 







Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 03/27/13 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
March 22, 2013 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 267697 
For services through 02/28/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
2/6/13 Steve Smith 
2/7/13 Steve Smith 
2/8/13 Steve Smith 
2/11/13 Steve Smith 
2/12/13 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2.00 $550.00 Long meeting with Steve Neighbors re 
status of all aspects of case. 
1.00 $275.00 Work on issues related to preparation of 
case for trial. 
1.60 $440.00 Case preparation following meeting with 
conservator. 
.60 $165.00 Work on case preparation and emails with 
Jace Richards re same 
.80 $220.00 Phone call and emails with J. Richards re 
case status. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 





ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene• Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
July 8, 2013 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 270627 
For services through 06/30/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
3/1/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
3/1/13 Steve Smith 
3/1/13 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.80 $1,680.00 Confer with S. Smith to prepare for 
meeting with the Conservator Jace 
Richards, D. Reinstein and Denise 
McClure; participate in meeting with the 
Conservator, et al. 
1.50 
3.00 
$0.00 Continued meeting with experts and 
clients. (No charge to client) 
$825.00 Continued work on file after meeting with 
counsel and clients; conferences with M. 
Clark re same. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001395
----- --
File No.: 44787-0001 e March 22, 2013 e Invoice No.: 267697 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2/14/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Meet with S. Neighbors and J. Richards re 
Watkins case. 
2/14/13 Steve Smith 3.50 $962.50 Long meeting with J. Richards and Steve 
Neighbors and MWC to prepare case. 
2/14/13 Steven Wieland .40 $66.00 Locate Motion to Compel Accounting and 
review and revise same for filing; e-mail S. 
Smith re same. 
2/15/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $980.00 Review pleadings and draft an e-mail to 
Dennis Reinstein re engagement of 
forensic services; continue to study the 
pleadings. 
2/18/13 Merlyn W. Clark 5.20 $1,820.00 Participate in meeting with Jace Richards 
and Denise McClure and continue 
reviewing pleadings and file documents; 
receipt and review financial statements 
and records re Ada County parcels. 
2/18/13 Steve Smith 3.00 $825.00 Long meeting with Richards and 
Neighbors 
2/18/13 Steven Wieland .50 $82.50 Meet with S. Smith, J. Richards, D. 
McClure, and M. Clark re further work 
needed on the Motion to Compel 
Accounting and supporting affidavits. 
2/19/13 Steven Wieland .30 $49.50 Telephone call with D. McClure re 
documentation she will submit for inclusion 
in the Motion for an Accounting. 
2/20/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.00 $350.00 Receipt and review reports of Denise 
McClure. 
2/20/13 Steven Wieland 4.20 $693.00 Telephone call with J. Richards re drafting 
the Motion for Accounting; telephone call 
with D. McClure re drafting her Affidavit in 
Support; review expert reports and letters 
from D. McClure outlining financial 
documents and conclusions; draft Affidavit 
of D. McClure in Support of Motion for 
Accounting; e-mail D. McClure re same. 
2/21/13 Steven Wieland 3.70 $610.50 Revise Affidavit of D. McClure in Support 
of Motion for Accounting; redraft and 
revise Memorandum in Support of Motion 
for Accounting; revise other documents 
associated with the Motion; call J. 
Richards re attempts to secure the 
accounting; e-mail M. Clark and J. 
Richards re drafts of documents. 
2/22/13 Steve Smith .60 $165.00 Review MWC emails and respond to same 
2/22/13 Steven Wieland .10 $16.50 Review e-mail from D. McClure containing 
revisions to the Motion to Compel 
Accounting. 




File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
2/24/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
2/24/13 Steven Wieland 
2/25/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
2/25/13 Steve Smith 
2/26/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
2/27/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
2/28/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
Summary of Legal Services 








March 22, 2013 e Invoice No.: 267697 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.30 $1,505.00 Continue to study the pleadings and begin 
reviewing the discovery in the case; study 
the conservator's status reports; review 







$33.00 Modify the documents supporting the 
Motion to Compel Accounting in light of 
suggestions from D. McClure; e-mail S. 
Smith re same. 
$385.00 Draft e-mails re the motion to compel 
accounting; telephone call with Jace 
Richards re the motion to compel 
accounting and related issues; exchange 
e-mails with Jace Richards and S. Smith 
re motion to compel accounting; confer 
with S. Wieland re motion to compel 
accounting. 
$165.00 Review emails from Jace Richards 
regarding motion for accounting. 
$1,330.00 Continue to study the Averti reports and 
pleadings; draft e-mails to Dennis 
Reinstein; work on subjects for the motion 
to compel; begin revising motion and 
affidavits; exchange e-mails with S. Smith 
and confer with Nick Smith re reasons 
Wadsworth and Thomsons are named 
defendants. 
$1,225.00 Continue to study the pleadings and 
discovery documents to get up to speed. 
$1,645.00 Continue to study pleadings and discovery 
files to get up to speed; review the 
Conservatorship files, Inventory and 
Annual Reports; draft e-mail to transmit 
Inventory and reports to D. Reinstein; 
telephone call with D. Reinstein re scope 
of engagement and issues to be 
addressed; receipt and review 
engagement letter proposed by D. 
Reinstein and transmit it to Jace Richards; 
draft list of players and transmit it to D. 
Reinstein. 
Hours Rate Amount 
34.90 $350.00 $12,215.00 
13.70 $275.00 $3,767.50 
9.40 $165.00 $1,551.00 
Total for Legal 




File No.: 44787-0001 e March 22, 2013 
Quantity 




Disbursements and Other Charges 
Copying 










Total Due This Invoice: 












Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 04/21/13 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 





•' e e File No.: 44787-0001 July 8, 2013 Invoice No.: 270627 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
3/1/13 David Brown 2.50 $362.50 Attending meeting on new case with M. 
Clarlc, and S. Smith concerning strategy 
planning and production. (2.50) 
3/2/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.50 $1,575.00 Review records re Doug's company, Ja,% Watkins Contracting Services; continue to 
review documents produced in discovery \ ~ 17c;, oc 
and begin working on a discovery plan. ' 
3/4/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.50 $2,275.00 Receipt and review e-mail from Jace 
Richards with corporate documents for 
Watkins Construction Services; begin 
reviewing and revising Subpoena Duces A 
Tecum for Defendants Douglas Watkins 
and s_ygene Watkins; confer with S. Smith 
and telephone call with Jace Richards re 3 
timing of depositions of Douglas Watkins Tl':>S, '3~ 
and Eugene Watkins; research 
presumption issue and transmit Idaho 
Evidence Rule 301 and Commentary to 
Jace Richards; research issue of self-
dealing by fiduciaries and e-mail case 
citations to Jace Richards; telephone call 
with Jace Richards re issues; ·confer with 
D. Brown re discovery 
3/4/13 Steve Smith 2.50 $687.50 Work on case preparation, particularly 
related to expert disclosures. 
3/4/13 David Brown .60 $87.00 Review past discovery, review database 
and contents supplied by client, contact 
DTI on past production status. 
3/5/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,380.00 Exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
research subjects for Teresa; telephone 
call with Jace Richards re issues requiring 
legal research; continue to review 
documents and responses from Brian to 
discovery requests by Plaintiff; begin 
studying legal research by Teresa re 
presumptions; research obligations of 
fiduciary under Power of Attorney and 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
applicable law. 
3/5/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Continued general case preparation 
working to get MWC advised on all 
aspects of case. 
3/6/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.30 $2,555.00 Continue to work on discovery to each 
defendant; continue to review the legal 
research by Teresa re theories for 
recovery and related issues; telephone call 
with D. Reinstein and D. McClure re 
information needed from Wadsworth; 
telephone calls with Jace Richards re 
discovery from defendants and 
Wadsworth,k legal theories, Zions Bank 
loan documents and related issues; 
telephone call with S. Neighbors re 
settlements with the Trustees and the 
Page 2 
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t e e File No.: 44787-0001 July 8, 2013 Invoice No.: 270627 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
daughters; receipt and review additional 
legal research by Teresa re Trustees and 
Fiduciaries; receipt and review Moffatt 
Thomas documents and invoices. 
3/6/13 Steve Smith 1.50 $0.00 Continued work on MWC familiarization of 
all aspects of case. (No charge to client) 
3/7/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.80 $2,730.00 Continue to study research by Teresa re 
Causes of Action Against Trustee for Self-
Dealing and related research by Teresa on 
POA issues; continue to review discovery 
responses; research issue whose law 
governs actions of Trustee in Idaho when 
Trust was created in Washington and draft 
e-mail to Jace Richards, receipt and 
review settlement documents with 
Trustees; receipt and review Zions loan 
documents; exchange e-mails with 
counsel for Zions re obtaining Watkins 
loan file. 
3/7/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Continued work on preparation of MWC 
with facts and nuances of case. 
3/8/13 Steve Smith 2.10 $577.50 Continued preparation of case. 
3/8/13 Christian Wamhoff 4.20 $420.00 Receive, review and electronically 
process/source code documents received 
from Don Watkins and add same to 
electronic database (DONW); 
electronically process Title One subpoena 
response documents; create electronic 
database (TITLEONE) and add processed 
documents into same database. 
3/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,540.00 Receipt and review memo by Teresa re 
laws governing tort claims in Idaho; draft 
e-mails to Jace Richards; receipt and 
review Research Memo on duties of 
Trustee and Fiduciary under Power of 
Attorney; receipt and review Will of 
Florence Watkins annotated by Jace 
Richards. 
3/11/13 Merlyn W. Clark 5.50 $1,925.00 Continue to work on the discovery plan; 
participate in meeting with Jace Richards; 
receipt and review Crestview Financials; 
receipt and review Crestview payroll 
records re Gene Watkins. 
3/11/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Long meeting regarding expert report 
issues. 
3/12/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.20 $770.00 Review draft letter to counsel re deposition 
of defendants; draft e-mail to D. Reinstein 
re meeting with counsel; prepare for 
meeting with counsel. 
3/13/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.80 $1,680.00 Participate in meeting with Jace Richards 
and experts. 
3/13/13 Steve Smith 4.00 $1,100.00 Long meeting regarding expert witness 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
issues. 
3/13/13 David Brown 1.50 $217.50 Indexing records for use in upcoming trial 
preparation, and use by M. Clark. 
3/13/13 Christian Wamhoff .80 $0.00 Review and analyze documents in 
electronic database (DONW) and enter 
document date from documents into 
database. (No charge to client) 
3/14/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Continued work on issues related to expert 
reports and discovery, conference with 
MWC re same. 
3/14/13 Steven Wieland 5.90 $973.50 Work on reviewing discovery responses 
from· Brian D. Watkins; draft Second Set of 
Requests for Production of Documents to % Brian D. Watkins; draft First Set of Requests for Production of Documents to 
Robynlee Watkins; draft First Set of 
0 94,.; Requests for Production of Documents to 
Doug and Virginia; draft First Set of 
Requests for Production of Documents 
and Interrogatories to Gene and Kathleen; 
e-mail M. Clark, S. Smith, and J. Richards 
re same. 
3/14/13 David Brown 2.80 $406.00 Continue with the indexing of the Don W 
documents for use by M. Clark. 
3/15/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Continued work on expert witness issues. 
3/15/13 David Brown 1.80 $261.00 Continue with DocType index of datatable. 
3/18/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Continued work on case preparation 
issues. 
3/18/13 Steven Wieland .30 $0.00 Telephone conference with J. Richards re 
status of drafting discovery requests. (No 
charge to client) 
3/19/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Continued work on expert disclosure 
issues. 
3/19/13 Steven Wieland .70 $115.50 Telephone conference with J. Richards re 
new document requests to Defendants 
and subpoena to G. Wadsworth; e-mail 
exchange with S. Smith and M. Clark re 
same. 
3/20/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,380.00 Continue to work on discovery request to 
Defendants and expert witnesses reports; 
receipt and review T. Zywicki research re 
Idaho Trust Law; receipt and review draft 
Request for Production of Documents 
prepared by Jace Richards. 
3/20/13 Steve Smith 3.00 $825.00 Continued work on expert witness issues. 
3/21/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.50 $2,625.00 Continue to work on Request for 
~'lti,OC Production of Documents to Defendants; ~ 
begin drafting contention interrogatories to 3 each defendant; receipt and review memo 
on legal duties and liabilities of power of 
Page 4 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
attorney; telephone conferences with J. 
Richards re experts reports, Requests for 
Production of Documents and related 
issues; continue to work on expert 
witnesses reports; receipt and review e-
mail from Jace Richards with Ivey-Watkins 
e-mail exchange; telephone conference 
with D. Reinstein re his opinions and 
report; review Mike Montgomery report 
with D. Reinstein; receipt and review draft 
report of Denise McClure; draft e-mail to 
co-counsel re exhibits to be included in 
experts' reports; draft e-mail re Denise 
McClure draft report. 
3/21/13 Steve Smith 3.00 $825.00 Continued work on case discovery issues. 
3/21/13 Steven Wieland 1.30 $214.50 Work on requests for production of 
documents to various defendants. 
3/21/13 Kyle Millard 4.20 $420.00 Compile/organize hard copy production of 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW and Watkins 
Bates) into notebooks for attorney review. 
3/22/13 Merlyn W. Clark 8.90 $3,115.00 Continue drafting the Stipulation for 
Protective Order, Stipulation to Correct the 
Caption and Stipulation for Nonwaiver 
JI; Clawback Order; prepare agenda for teleconference with Defendants' counsel; 
participate in teleconference with 
Defendants' counsel; confer with S. 
Neighbors and Jace Richards re discovery 
l o~'a. ~3 and pre-trial strategy; continue to work on requests for production to each Defendant, 
sign and cause the Requests for 
Production to be served on counsel for 
Defendants; receive and review D. 
Reinstein's analysis of M. Montgomery's 
report; receive and review accounts list 
from J. Richards; draft e-mail to counsel 
for Defendants re confirming 
teleconference discussion. 
3/22/13 Steve Smith 5.20 $1,430.00 Long meeting re discovery and experts 
matters, continued work on expert reports 
and related issues. 
3/23/13 Merlyn W. Clark 9.30 $3,255.00 Meeting with Jace Richards, D. Reinstein 
and D. McClure at SOS to work on expert 
~ witnesses' reports and exhibits; draft expert witness report for Steven Neighbors and transmit it to Jace Richards; continue 
to work on discovery contention 
tcSS, 00 interrogatories to Defendants' exchange 
emails with D. Reinstein re his report; 
confer with Steven Wieland re demands 
on Trustees and the POA for accountings; 




I e e File No.: 44787-0001 July 8, 2013 Invoice No.: 270627 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
3/23/13 Steve Smith 3.50 $962.50 Long meeting re discovery and J. Richards 
office, phone call with client Don Watkins 
re same. 
3/23/13 Steven Wieland 6.10 $1,006.50 Travel to and from S.0.S. offices for 
litigation team meeting; draft accounting 
demand letter to B. Watkins; review 
research re duties of trustees to account to 
beneficiaries under Washington law; 
review Last Will and Testament of F. R. 
Watkins. 
3/24/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.80 $1,330.00 Receipt and review revisions to the expert 
witness report of Steve Neighbors by Jace 
Richards; receipt and review Jace 
Richard's revisions to the expert witness 
report of Denise McClure; receipt and 
review draft demand letters for accounting 
to be sent to co-trustees and Brian 
Watkins; exchange emails with Jace 
Richards re expert witness reports. 
3/24/13 Steve Smith 1.50 $412.50 Review multiple emails from J. Richards 
and M. Clark regarding case status and 
various discovery issues. 
3/24/13 Steven Wieland 2.80 $462.00 Draft letter to co-trustees demanding an 
accounting; research Idaho law governing 
duty of trustees to account for trust assets; 
work on reviewing pleadings in preparation 
for drafting contention interrogatories. 
3/25/13 Merlyn W. Clark .50 $175.00 Telephone conferences with D. Reinstein 
re issues with financial statements; 
telephone conference with C. Richards 
and S. Neighbors re expert report of S. 
Neighbors. 
3/25/13 Steve Smith 4.00 $1,100.00 Work on preparation of expert reports, 
interrogatories and other related case 
preparation. 
3/25/13 Steven Wieland 2.40 $396.00 Continue review of pleadings; work with T. 
Hummel to set up interrogatories to 
Defendants; begin work on Second Set of 
Interrogatories to B. Watkins. 
3/25/13 Kyle Millard 4.70 $470.00 Review documents recently received from 
J. Richards and electronically process 
same in preparation for loading documents 
into electronic document database for 
review (JACE Database). 
3/26/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.50 $2,625.00 Continue to prepare expert witnesses 
reports; exchange emails and telephone 
calls with D. Reinstein, J. Richards and 
)§. Denise McClure re expert witnesses reports and related issues; draft Notice of 
Compliance with Order Setting 
Proceedings and Trial re Disclosure of iriS,, ()~ Experts; continue to prepare the subpoena 
Ducas Tecum on Crandall, Swenson, 
Page 6 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Gleason and Wadsworth. 
3/26/13 Steve Smith 5.10 $1,402.50 Work on all aspects of discovery in case, 
including RFPs, expert reports and other 
discovery matters. Meetings and phone 
calls with clients and M. Clark re same. 
3/26/13 Steven Wieland 1.00 $165.00 Begin draft Answers to Defendant's First 
Set of Interrogatories. (1.0) 
3/26/13 Steven Wieland 6.10 $1,006.50 Review previous interrogatory responses 
from B. Watkins; finish draft of Second Set 
of Interrogatories to B. Watkins; e-mail 
exchanges with litigation team re expert 
witness disclosures and other discovery 
issues; draft Schedule F for D. McClure's 
expert report. 
3/27/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.70 $2,695.00 Continue work on discovery; draft 
subpoena duces tecum to Crandall firma 
nd transmit to counsel and experts for 
review; telephone conference with D. 
Reinstein re subpoena; draft subpoena 
duces tecum to Title One; draft Notices of 
Service of Subpoenas on Crandall firm 
and on Title One to be served on opposing 
parties per Rule 45; telephone conference 
with Bill Tharp re stipulations; draft Exhibit 
"A" for the Protective Order and transmit it 
to opposing counsel. 
3/27/13 Steve Smith 3.50 $962.50 General case preparation including review 
of all emails and discovery pleadings, 
expert reports and other written materials. 
3/27/13 Steven Wieland 2.50 $412.50 Review D. Reinstein Expert Report; draft 
Motion for Leave to Submit Additional 
Interrogatories to B. Watkins; draft Affidavit 
of D. McClure in Support of Motion for 
Leave. 
3/28/13 Merlyn W. Clark 5.20 $1,820.00 Continue to work on discovery; participate 
in teleconference with Jace Richards, 
Steve Neighbors and Denise McClure re 
Subpoena duces tecum to Crandall firma 
nd other issues; review and edit the 
Motion to service additional interrogatories 
on Brian Watkins, Affidavit of Denise 
McClure in support of the motion and the 
draft proposed interrogatories; receipt and 
review documents relating to the Locust 
Grove transactions; draft revisions to the 
Subpoena duces tecum to Crandall firm. 
3/28/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Conference call re discovery issues and 
discovery responses, work on general 
case preparation. 
3/28/13 Steven Wieland 6.70 $1,105.50 Participate in conference call with S. 
Smith, M. Clark, J. Richards, and D. 
McClure; draft First Set of Interrogatories 
to R. Watkins; e-mail exchange with J. 
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Richards and M. Clark re changes to 
Interrogatories; telephone call with D. 
McClure re Locust Grove property sale; 
begin work on Interrogatories to Doug and 
Virginia Watkins by reviewing pleadings in 
the case. 
3/29/13 Steven Wieland 4.40 $726.00 Review Answers from Gene and Katie as )S well as Doug and Virginia; draft First Set of ;?t.{ 2 ,C 
Interrogatories to Doug; revise 
interrogatories to Brian and Robynlee; e-
mail exchange with litigation team re 
revisions. 
4/1/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $980.00 Confer with S. Wieland re motion for more 
interrogatories to B. Watkins; continue to 
work on discovery; exchange e-mails with 
J. Richards re Teressa's invoices; 
exchange e-mails with B. Tharp re 
demand on his client for an accounting. 
4/1/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Review of multiple emails and work on 
discovery issues. 
4/1/13 Steven Wieland 3.90 $643.50 Finish second revisions to Interrogatories ~ ... 2.Jl\, ~~ 
to Brian and Robynlee; finish drafts of 3 
Interrogatories to Doug and Virginia; work 
on drafts of Interrogatories to Gene and 
Kathleen. 
4/2/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.10 $1,085.00 Receive and review revised drafts of 
interrogatories to B. and R. Watkins; 
telephone call with J. Richards re 
interrogatories and related issues; 
continue work on the subpoena to the 
Crandall firm. 
4/2/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Work on discovery issues. 
4/2/13 Steven Wieland 3.00 $495.00 Work with J. Richards on further revisions 
to Interrogatories to Brian and Robyn; 
finish drafts of Interrogatories to Gene and 
Katie; begin Deposition Outline for Brian; 
begin Third Set of Requests for Production 
to Brian. 
4/3/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.50 $525.00 Receive and review and sign the final draft 
of Second Interrogatories to B. Watkins 
and Motion for Leave to serve the 
Interrogatories, the First Interrogatories to 
R. Watkins and the Third Requests for 
Production to B. Watkins. 
4/3/13 Steven Wieland 3.90 $643.50 Revise and finalize Interrogatories to Brian 
and Robynlee Watkins; finalize Motion for 
Leave to Submit Additional Interrogatories 
to Brian; meet with D. McClure to finalize 
her affidavit in support of the Motion for 
Leave; draft Third Set of Requests for 
Production to Brian. 
4/4/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Work on discovery issues. 
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4/5/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $700.00 Continue to work on discovery; exchange 
e-mails with counsel re hearing on 
Plaintiff's Motion for additional 
interrogatories to Brian Watkins; telephone 
call with Jace Richards re affirmative 
defenses to the counterclaims. 
4/8/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.70 $1,295.00 Telephone call with B. Tharp re hearing on 
Plaintiffs' Motion to add interrogatories and 
mediation; exchange e-mails with B. Tharp 
re mediation; continue with discovery 
issues and drafts of Interrogatories to 
Defendants. 
4/8/13 Steve Smith 1.70 $467.50 Continued work on discovery issues, 
review multiple emails and general case 
preparation. 
4/8/13 Kyle Millard 4.70 $470.00 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents and load same into 
electronic document database in 
preparation for attorney document review 
and document production (JACE 
Database). 
4/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
mediation; telephone calls with J. Richards 
re mediation and other issues; exchange 
e-mails and telephone calls with B. Tharp 
and D. McKee to schedule a mediation; 
continue to review drafts of interrogatories 
to Defendants, and subpoena to G. 
Wadsworth. 
4/9/13 Steve Smith 2.50 $687.50 Continued preparation for trial an<;i review 
of potential witnesses for division of 
responsibilities. 
4/9/13 David Brown 1.50 $217.50 Additional document type coding of 
database. 
4/9/13 Kyle Millard 1.90 $190.00 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents and load same into 
electronic document database in 
preparation for attorney document review 
and document production (JACE 
Database). 
4/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re the 
mediation and preparation of the 
mediation statement; telephone call with 
Mediator Duff McKee re disclosures of 
potential conflicts; receive and review 
correspondence from Duff McKee re 
mediation fees and protocol; exchange e-
mails with B. Tharp re vacating the hearing 
on Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to Submit 
Additional Interrogatories to Defendant B. 
Watkins and draft a Stipulation to Vacate 
the Hearing. 
4/11/13 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $140.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
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admissibility of telephone call between 
Don and Brian; receive and review e-mail 
from J. Richards re evidence issues. 
4/11/13 Steven Wieland .90 $148.50 Telephone conference with J. Richards re 1c0t£ Doug and Virginia interrogatories. t~i,ea 
4/12/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.50 $525.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re mediation issues and 
procedures; receive and review J. 
Richards' revisions and annotations to 
Plaintiff's Third Requests for Production to 
B. Watkins; review and execute Third 
Requests for Production to Brian Watkins. 
4/12/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Review of various emails related to 
discovery and other case issues. 
4/13/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $700.00 Exchange e-mails and telephone call with 
J. Richards re discovery issues; continue 
to review drafts of Requests for Production 
and Interrogatories to Defendants. 
4/15/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $70.00 Draft e-mail to Zions Bank attorney re loan 
file. 
4/16/13 Steven Wieland 2.80 $462.00 Work on revisions to First Set of 
Interrogatories to Virginia and Gene. 
4/17/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $70.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards and S. 
Wieland re discovery matters. 
4/17/13 Steve Smith .70 $192.50 Review multiple emails regarding 
discovery issues. 
4/17/13 Steven Wieland .60 $99.00 Telephone call with J. Richards re 
progress of drarts of Interrogatories to 
Virginia and Gene; e-mail M. Clark re 
same; work with J. Richards to submit 
interrogatories to Virginia, Gene, Doug, 
and Katie. 
4/18/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.10 $735.00 Receive and review e-mails between J. 
/to Richards and D. McClure re Crestview audit documents; exchange e-mails with J. Richards re the Mediation Statement; 
review documents received from J. \'2'2·so Richards, Interrogatories to Doug and 
Interrogatories to Virginia. 
4/18/13 Steven Wieland 1.10 $181.50 E-mail exchanges with J. Richards re 
structuring the mediation statement; work 
with D. Brown on management of client 
materials; review interrogatory requests. 
4/18/13 David Brown 1.90 $275.50 Research database contents and provide 
to S. Wieland (.40); query and code 
additional important documents for use in 
the upcoming mediation (1.50). 
4/19/13 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $280.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
discovery matters; telephone calls with B. 
Tharp re discovery issues and the 
mediation; exchange e-mails with J. 
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Richards re Lions Bank Loan file issues. 
4/19/13 Steven Wieland .30 $49.50 Meet with M. Clark re research needed 
into agents' and trustees' fiduciary duties 
for the mediation statement. 
4/20/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.70 $1,645.00 Receive and review status of discovery 
that has been served on Defendants; 
receive and review e-mail from S. 
Neighbors with proposed Settlement 
Agreement for daughters; receive and 
review e-mail from J. Richards with 
attached Repository Record; continue to 
review pleadings and documents to 
prepare for the mediation. 
4/23/13 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $280.00 Telephone call with J. Richards re content 
of the mediation statement; telephone call 
with B. Tharp re the mediation; exchange 
e-mails with J. Richards and D. Brown re 
DropBox. 
4/23/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Continued case workup and review of 
multiple emails on discovery issues. 
4/23/13 Steven Wieland 1.80 $297.00 E-mail exchange with litigation team re 
using DropBox for document 
management; research fiduciary duties 
applicable to agents with power of attorney 
and trustees. 
4/24/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.50 $2,275.00 Receipt and review draft duties of agent 
under Power of Attorney prepared by S. 
Wieland; receipt and review draft 
mediation statement prepared by Jace 
Richards; telephone call with Jace 
Richards re content and organization of 
;{ the mediation statement; receipt and review fax from Kevin Dinius requesting 
extension of time to respond to discovery 
requests to Doug and Virginia Watkins; 
telephone call with Kevin Dinius re 'l <2>i. ~~ requested extension and dates for 
deposing his clients; exchange e-mails 
with K. Dinius re the Stipulations for 
Protective Order and to correct the 
caption; confer with S. Wieland re 
research for the mediation statement; draft 
e-mail to Kevin Dinius to confirm extension 
of deadline to respond to discovery from 
Plaintiff; receipt and review revised draft 
mediation statement and comments by 
Jace Richards. 
4/24/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Prepare for mediation and prepare for trial 
workup. 
4/24/13 David Brown .60 $87.00 Download Privilege File, Edit, and submit 
to database processing. 
4/25/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.00 $1,400.00 Continue reviewing and edtting the draft p 4 (,, (,,, Co '1 
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with K. Dinius re Motion for Protective 
Order and presence of Mrs. Watkins at the 
deposition of Mr. Watkins; continue to 
work on the mediation statement; 
telephone call with Jace Richards re 
contents of the mediation statement. 
4/25/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Mediation preparation. 
4/26/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Review and edit draft of the mediation 
statement and confer with S. Wieland re 
revisions; telephone call to Jace Richards 
re changes to content of the Statement; 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards and 
S. Wieland re additions and revisions in 
the Statement; review and sign the final 
draft of the Mediation Statement and 
cause it to be transmitted to the mediator; 
exchange e-mails with the mediator and 
Bill Tharp re the mediation process; 
exchange e-mails and telephone call with 
counsel for Zions Bank re the loan to Don 
Watkins; receipt and review documents 
from Zions Bank and forward them to Jace 
Richards. 
4/26/13 Steve Smith 1.40 $0.00 Watkins mediation preparation. (No charge 
to client) 
4/26/13 Justin Cranney .50 $0.00 Review mediation statement. (No charge 
to client) 
4/26/13 Kyle Millard 1.10 $110.00 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents and load same into 
electronic document database in 
preparation for document review and 
production (JACEPRIV Database). 
4/27/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $700.00 Meet with Steve Neighbors and Jace 
Richards to prepare for the mediation with 
Bryan Watkins. 
4/27/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Preparation meeting for Watkins 
mediation. 
4/28/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $700.00 Review Denise McClure Report and other 
file documents to prepare for the 
mediation. 
4/29/13 Merlyn W. Clark 9.00 $3,150.00 Meet with client and Jace Richards form 
9:00 a.m. - 9:30 a.m.; participate in the 
mediation from 9:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m. 
4/29/13 Steve Smith 8.00 $2,200.00 Prepare for and attend mediation of case. 
4/29/13 Steven Wieland 1.20 $198.00 Work on Motion for Protective Order, 
Memorandum in Support, and Affidavit of 
S. Neighbors in Support. 
4/30/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.30 $1,155.00 Review documents produced by Brian 
Watkins in the mediation; receive and 
review invoice from Judge McKee; 
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Smith re additional discovery from Brian 
Watkins; exchange e-mails with counsel re 
hearing on Plaintiff's Motion for Protective 
Orders; receive and review e-mail from J. 
Richards with attached G. Wadsworth e-
mail re Crestview reserve account; receive 
and review e-mail from S. Neighbors re 
mediation findings. 
$550.00 Multiple and lengthy phone calls with 
client, work on issues related to protective 




Finish drafts of Motion for Protective 
Orders, Protective Order re: Confidential 
Information, Protective Order re: 
Deposition of Arthur Donald Watkins, 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Protective Orders, and Affidavit of S. 
Neighbors in Support; draft Fourth Set of 
Requests for Production to B. Watkins; 
review e-mail exchange amongst litigation 
team re: further evidentiary issues 
following mediation. 
Review and edit Plaintiff's Motion for 
Protective Orders, Memorandum in A 
Support of Protective Orders; draft / 
Protective Orders and Affidavit of Steve 
Neighbors in Support of Motion; confer 
with S. Wieland re revisions; telephone call ~ 
with J. Richards re issues with client Don 
Watkins; draft e-mails to counsel for 
Defendants re Plaintiff's Motion for 
Protective Orders; exchange e-mails with 
K. Dinius re settlement potential for his 
clients; receive and review revised drafts 
of the Memorandum in Support of Motion 
for Protective Orders and Affidavit of Steve 
Neighbors; review and execute the Motion 
for Protective Orders and Memorandum in 
Support; exchange e-mails with J. 
Richards re possible settlement 
discussions with Doug Watkins; telephone 
conference with J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re possible settlement with 
Doug Watkins; receive and review e-mails 
from J. Richards re Denise McClure Action 
Items; exchange e-mails with J. Richards 
re additional discovery from Brian Watkins; 
receive and review spreadsheet of WCS 
payments received from J. Richards; 
receive and review e-mail from Denise 
McClure re Pavloff shortage; draft e-mail 
to B. Tharp re discovery issues and related 
matters; receive and review voice mail 
from B. Tharp re e-mail items; receive and 
review e-mail from S. Neighbors re 
analysis of Brian Watkins' financial 
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statements. 
5/1/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Work on general case preparation, review 
reports from expert and work on pay 
issues, review multiple emails re discovery 
issues. 
5/1/13 Steven Wieland 2.40 $396.00 Revise and finalize Motion for Protective 
Order, as well as supporting documents 
and proposed orders; finalize Fourth 
Requests for Production from Brian 
Watkins for filing. 
5/1/13 David Brown . 10 $14.50 Down and review documents from J . 
Richards, and submit for processing. 
5/2/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.40 $840.00 Telephone call with B. Tharp re additional 
discovery requests by Plaintiff and related 
issues; review and execute Affidavit to 
Correct Caption; receive and review e-mail 
from S. Neighbors re Brian Watkin's use of 
funds since 2009; continue to review 
documents produced by Brian Watkins. 
5/2/13 Steven Wieland .20 $33.00 Finalize Affidavit of M. Clark re Erroneous 
Caption. 
5/3/13 Steven Wieland .20 $33.00 Work with T. Hummel to file omitted 
certificate of service from a proposed 
protective order. 
5/8/13 Merlyn W. Clark .90 $315.00 Telephone call with B. Tharp re discovery 
and other issues; exchange e-mails with B. 
Tharp re discovery and other issues; meet 
with Brian Watkins to accept delivery of 
the QuickBooks files on electronic disc; 
draft e-mail to B. Tharp. 
5/8/13 David Brown .20 $29.00 Create folder of quickbooks data, and 
send to clients and accountants. 
5/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.00 $350.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards and S. 
Smith re Brian's request to visit with Don; 
telephone calls and exchange e-mails with 
B. Tharp re Brian's request to visit with 
Don and discovery issues; exchange e-
mails with J. Richards re B. Tharp's waiver 
of privilege re QuickBooks files; draft e-
mail to S. Smith re Brian's request to visit 
with Don. 
5/9/13 Steve Smith 1.40 $0.00 General case preparation and work on 
review of multiple emails and other 
discovery correspondence. (No charge to 
client) 
5/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $70.00 Telephone call with J. Richards re Brian's 
request to visit with Don and discovery 
issues. 
5/14/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $70.00 Telephone call with Jace Richards re 
hearing on Motion s for Protective Order 
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5/15/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.10 $2,135.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re hearing 
on Motions for Protective Order and 
Confidentiality Order; telephone calls with 
Kevin Dinius re hearing on Motions, 
;{ meeting of his client with the conservator and discovery issues; telephone call with J. Richards re meeting between Doug 
Watkins and the conservator; prepare for 
t-i I \ , eo7 hearing on Motions for Protective Orders; 
confer with Steve Smith re objectives of 
Dinius to the protective orders; attend 
court and present motions for Protective 
Orders; continue to work on preparation 
for deposition of Brian Watkins. 
5/15/13 Steve Smith 1.90 $522.50 Conference with M. Clark about Don 
Watkins, phone call with Don re same. 
5/17/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.00 $1,400.00 Receipt and review responses to RFPs 1 
and Interrogatories from Doug and Virginia /z:tJ 
and exchange e-mails with Jace re l>O 
responses. I; ,_, (.)l> ' 
5/19/13 Steve Smith .50 $0.00 Read emails from Jace Richards. (No 
charge to client) 
5/20/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Telephone calls and exchange e-mails 
with Jace Richards re discovery responses 
from Doug Watkins and related issues; ; L\ ~ '1 ,. 
telephone call with Jace Richards re • ~ 
amendment to divert proceeds of RCC co-
tenants' note; telephone call with Bill Tharp 1;2--
re discovery responses; receipt and review 
e-mail from Denise McClure re Doug 
Watkins' responses; continue to review 
documents for the Doug Watkins meeting. 
5/20/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Review analysis of financial statements 
and phone call with Neighbors re case 
status. 
5/21/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.50 $2,275.00 Exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re '1 e;8· o3 Doug Watkins' issues; draft proposed 
stipulation to vacate the trial date; 0. 
exchange e-mails with S. Smith and Jace 
Richards re available dates for trial; 3 
exchange e-mails with counsel for 
defendants re the proposed stipulation to 
vacate the trial; continue reviewing 
documents to prepare for the meeting with 
Doug Watkins and for his deposition. 
5/21/13 David Brown 2.50 $362.50 Continue with indexing databases to 
create potential deposition exhibits. 
to'?JO, c.O 
5/22/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.00 $2,100.00 Continue to review documents to prepare 
}£ for meeting between Doug Watkins and the Conservator; exchange e-mails with 
Jace Richards re arranging a meeting 
between Eugene Watkins and the 
Conservator; draft e-mail to Ed Schiller re 
meeting between the Conservator and 
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Eugene Watkins; attend meeting between 
the Conservator and Doug Watkins. 
5/23/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.40 $490.00 Receipt and review Brian Watkins 
responses to RFPs and transmit to Jace 
Richards; telephone call to Bill Tharp re 
discovery and the proposed Stipulation to 
Reschedule the Trial. 
5/23/13 David Brown 1.80 $261.00 Process documents for database entry, 
and provide copy of bank documents to J. 
Richards for review (.30); Query 
documents and provide a copy of certain 
documents to M. Clark for use in the 
upcoming meetings with the Defendants 
(1.50). 
5/24/13 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $140.00 Exchange e-mails with K. Dinius re a }{ proposal for settlement to his clients; ?:),00 telephone calls with Lee Ann at Schiller's 
office re arrangements for a meeting 
between the Conservator and Schiller's 
clients. 
5/28/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.30 $455.00 Confer with David Brown re Eugene 
Watkins documents; begin review of 
Eugene Watkins documents to prepare for 
the meeting between the Conservator and 
Eugene Watkins. 
5/28/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Phone call with Don Watkins, review 
multiple emails regarding discovery issues. 
5/29/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $700.00 Continue to review documents re Eugene 
Watkins. 
5/30/13 Merlyn W. Clark 5.50 $1,925.00 Continue to review Eugene Watkins 
documents to prepare for the meeting with 
the Conservator; participate in meeting 
between the conservator and Eugene 
Watkins. 
5/30/13 Steve Smith .80 $220.00 Review of multiple emails regarding 
discovery and case status and phone call 
with Don Watkins regarding various 
issues. 
5/31/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $700.00 Draft e-mail to K. Dinius re Bill Tharp re 
Stipulation to Reschedule Trial; telephone 
call with Bill Tharp re Stipulation; receipt 
and review e-mails from Bill Tharp and 
Kevin Dinius re Stipulation; continue 
preparing for the deposition of Brian 
Watkins. 
5/31/13 Steve Smith 1.20 $330.00 Phone calls with Don Watkins, review 
emails from M. Clark re various discovery 
issues, long phone call with Neighbors re 
case status. 
6/3/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re 
Stipulation re Vacating Trial Setting and 
receipt and review signature page from Bill 
Page 16 
001413
e " File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
6/3/13 Steve Smith 
6/3/13 Kyle Millard 
6/4/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
6/4/13 Steve Smith 
6/4/13 Kyle Millard 
6/5/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
6/5/13 Steve Smith 
6/5/13 David Brown 
July 8, 2013 e Invoice No.: 270627 






Tharp and his clients; receipt and review 
e-mail from K. Dinius with Doug and 
Virginia Watkins' Financial Statement and 
transmit it to Jace Richards; draft e-mail to 
K. Dinius re Stipulation to Vacate Trial 
Setting; receipt and review signature page 
for the Stipulation; receipt and review e-
mails from Jace Richards and S. 
Neighbors re Doug Watkins; continue to 
review documents and prepare for Brian 
Watkins' deposition. 
$275.00 Receive and review multiple emails 
regarding Watkins boys' financial issues, 





Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (DONW) 
and enter key data from documents into 
database in preparation for database 
query and review. 
Draft Motion and Order to Vacate and / ~ 
reschedule the trial; continue to review /:3 
documents and prepare for Brian Watkins \ 1 _ L n 
deposition; telephone call with Bill Tharp t-\ \t:J Q, • ~ f 
re status of discovery responses from 
Brian Watkins. 
Receive and review multiple emails 
regarding status of financial disclosures 
from children, phone call with Don re 
same. 
Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document databases (DONW 
and JACE Databases) and enter key data 
from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
4.40 $1,540.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of 
Brian Watkins; receipt and review Nursing 
1.00 
.40 
Home contracts for Brian, Doug and ~ 
Eugene; draft e-mail to K. Dinius re // 
financial statements from his clients; ~ 
confer with David Brown re documents 
needed for Brian Watkins' deposition; \ ~ , S "3 
exchange e-mails with K. Dinius and S. 
Neighbors re financial statements from 
Doug Watkins; exchange e-mails with 
Jace Richards re discovery from Brian 
Watkins. 
$275.00 Receive and review multiple emails 
regarding status of discovery and financial 
disclosures by Watkins boys. 
$58.00 Contract research for recorded copies of 
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6/6/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Confer with S. Smith re concerns of A.D.W 
continue to review Brian Watkins 
document for his deposition. 
6/6/13 Steve Smith .50 $137.50 Receive and review emails related to 
Watkins boys' financial disclosures. 
6/6/13 Christian Wamhoff .20 $20.00 Receive, review and electronically 
process/source code documents and add 
same to electronic document database 
(DONW) to assist with attorney review. 
6/7/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.60 $1,260.00 Receipt and review Idaho Court Registry 
re Order Vacating Trial and draft e-mail to 
counsel re new trial and pre-trial dates; 
draft e-mail to Reinstein and McClure re 
new trial date; continue to review 
documents to be produced that were 
withheld by Jace Richards. 
6/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.50 $1,575.00 Continue to review documents to be 
produced that were withheld by Jace ~ 
Richards; draft Affidavits of Verification of T 
Financial Statements for Eugene and 
Doug Watkins and draft e-mails to their 3 '-1 ~. r'f .:J 
respective counsel; calendar trial and pre-
trial dates per new Scheduling Order of 
the Court. 
6/10/13 Steve Smith .60 $165.00 Review multiple emails regarding status of 
case. 
6/11/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.80 $630.00 Research and analyze whether 
defendants have any statute of limitations 
defense to the claims of Plaintiff. 
6/17/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.60 $1,610.00 Continue to review documents previously 
withheld from discovery responses for 
privilege and begin creating the privilege 
log. 
6/18/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.30 $1,155.00 Continue to review documents and 
prepare for the deposition of B. Watkins. ~ 
6/20/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 $1,050.00 Continue to review documents produced /t?O 'CJ 
by Defendant Doug Watkins. \ 1 0 ~ ~ , o <J 
6/27/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.80 $1,330.00 Continue to review documents and 
prepare for depositions; exchange e-maili 
with Ed Schiller and Kevin Dinius re 
financial statements from their clients; k J '-f 1-( ", · '3] 
telephone call and exchange e-mails with 
Bill Tharp re responses to Plaintiff's 
discovery requests from Brian Watkins. 
6/27/13 Steve Smith .60 $165.00 Review multiple emails from MWC 
regarding Watkins boys desire to go 




File No.: 44787-0001 e July 8, 2013 e Invoice No.: 270627 
Summary of Legal Services 


























Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
Copying 
Binding 
















4/22/13 Other Professionals - Coles Reinstein 




Arbitrators I Mediators - D. DUFF MCKEE 
Mediation fee one-half of total fee in the amount of 
$2,625 












































Total Due This Invoice: 


















, I > I, 
File No.: 44787-0001 July 8, 2013 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
Page 20 







ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
August 23, 2013 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 271967 
For services through 07 /31/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
7/3/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
7/5/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
7/5/13 Steve Smith 
Legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
6.00 $2,100.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re 
documents to be produced b y Brian 
Tharp; exchange e-mails with Bill Tharp re 
production of documents; review discovery 
requests to Tharp's clients and status of 
responses; continue to review documents 
to prepare for the deposition of Brian 
Watkins. 
6.00 $2,100.00 Continue to review documents and 
prepare for depositions. 
1.00 $275.00 Work on material received from 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001418
File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
7/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 
7/17/13 Steve Smith 1.40 
7/29/13 Steven Wieland 2.30 
7/30/13 Steven Wieland 1.40 
7/31/13 Steven Wieland 1.40 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Steven Wieland Associate 
Total Hours: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 
07 /08/13 270627 




Retainer/Trust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
August 23, 2013 e Invoice No.: 271967 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
conservator and emails with MWC re 
same. 
$70.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re 
scheduling production of documents from 
Brian Watkins. 
$385.00 Long phone call with client regarding all 
aspects of case, and discussion of Stella 
Watkins concerns. 
$379.50 Review rules applicable to withholding 
privileged client documents, attorney 
materials, and expert materials; work on 
privilege check of documents withheld 
from production. 
$231.00 Work on privilege check for documents 
withheld as privileged; e-mail J. Richards 
re items that require further attention. 
$231.00 Begin review of documents produced by 
Brian Watkins. 
Hours Rate Amount 
12.20 $350.00 $4,270.00 
2.40 $275.00 $660.00 
5.10 $165.00 $841.50 
Total for Legal 
19.70 Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 














Interest on past due amounts w/11 be due If this Invoice Is not paid on or before 09122113 
Page 2 
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File No.: 44787-0001 e August 23, 2013 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
Page 3 
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ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis &: Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
September 25, 2013 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 272806 
For services through 08/31/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
8/1/13 Steven Wieland 
8/2/13 Steven Wieland 






Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$775.50 Work on review and analysis of documents 
produced by Brian; work on master case 
timeline. 
$132.00 Search through case material databases 
for certain Wells Fargo account materials 
and tax returns as requested by D. 
McClure; e-mail D. McClure re findings. 
$945.00 Check on status of document review by 
Steve Wieland; review documents tabbed 
to be used for Brian's deposition and 
continue preparing for Brian's deposition. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOUARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1'Yo per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001421
File No.: 44787-0001 e September 25, 2013 e Invoice No.: 272806 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
8/5/13 Steve Smith 1.50 $412.50 General preparation for depositions of 
plaintiffs, meeting with S. Neighbors and 
phone call with Don Watkins re same. 
8/6/13 Steve Smith .50 $137.50 Phone call with client. 
8/7/13 Steven Wieland 5.10 $841.50 Work on case timeline by reviewing 
documents produced by B. Watkins. 
8/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $70.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re discovery. 
8/9/13 Steve Smith .70 $192.50 Phone call with client. 
8/11/13 Steve Smith .30 $82.50 Review emails regarding case status 
issues. 
8/12/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,540.00 Exchange e-mails and telephone call with 
Bill Tharp re production of documents by 
Brian Watkins; review status of Brian's 
prior responses to Plaintiff's discovery 
requests continue to prepare for the 
deposition of Brian Watkins. 
8/12/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Phone call with client and work on 
discovery issues including Gene Watkins 
settlement issues. 
8/12/13 Steven Wieland 1.90 $313.50 Work on review of documents produced by 
Brian and construction of case Timeline. 
8/13/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.10 $2,135.00 Meet with Jace Richards to prepare for the 
document production by Brian Watkins; 
participate in document production by 
Brian Watkins; continue to prepare for the 
deposition of Brian Watkins. 
8/13/13 Steve Smith .60 $165.00 Phone call with client, review of emails 
regarding further discovery. 
8/13/13 Steven Wieland 2.30 $379.50 Work on timeline of case material; meet 
with J. Richards to review documents 
withheld as privileged. 
8/14/13 Steve Smith .30 $82.50 Short phone call with Don Watkins. 
8/15/13 Steven Wieland 5.10 $841.50 Work on reviewing documents in the file 
and preparing case timeline. 
8/15/13 David Brown .60 $87.00 Create table of all Indexed documents 
from the databases for use by S. Wieland 
in creating a time line of events (.60); 
8/16/13 Steven Wieland 4.20 $693.00 Work on review and analysis of client 
documents and case materials; work on 
case timeline. 
8/18/13 Steven Wieland 6.80 $1,122.00 Review client documents, documents 
produced by Brian Watkins, and other 
case material; work on case timeline. 
8/19/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Multiple phone calls with Don Watkins and 
Steve Neighbors, and C. Morby re Stella's 
health issues and responses thereto. 




File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
8/20/13 Steven Wieland 2.60 
8/21/13 Steven Wieland 2.20 
8/22/13 Steve Smith 1.50 
8/22/13 Steven Wieland 1.00 
8/23/13 Steven Wieland 5.50 
8/27/13 Steven Wieland 1.20 
8/28/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 
8/28/13 Steve Smith 1.00 
8/29/13 Merlyn W. Clark .20 
8/29/13 Steve Smith 1.40 
8/30/13 Steve Smith .50 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Steven Wieland Associate 
David Brown Paralegal 
Services 
Total Hours: 
m:=:z-=,':Si,!hS!liPWm™ ..,a.eu:.t.mw .a:µ:z&, .m .. r.:c 41, ===•·· 



















Description of Legal Services 
production from opposing parties. 
Review documents in the case file and 
production from opposing parties; work on 
case timeline. 
Work on reviewing financial statements 
and tax returns as well as on the case 
timeline. 
Call with Don Watkins and discussion with 
him of new financial documents supplied 
and issues with Stella's health. 
Review client documents and materials 
produced by opposing parties; work on 
case timeline. 
Review client documents and materials in 
the case file; work on the case timeline. 
Review client documents produced by 
opposing parties and work on case 
timeline; e-mail M. Clark re same. 
Receipt and review invoice from copying 
Doug Watkins documents onto a CD and 
exchange e-mails with J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re payment of the invoice. 
Work on case preparation including review 
of email exchanges, long phone call with 
Don Watkins regarding recently supplied 
documents. 
Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors and 
E. Schiller re arranging a meeting with 
Eugene Watkins. 
Work on discovery related issues, 
including review of emails from M. Clark 
and S. Neighbors, long phone call with 
Don Watkins regarding various issues. 
Phone call with Don Watkins re status and 











Total for Legal 
Services: 





File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 
07 /08/13 270627 
08/23/13 271967 




Retainer/Trust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
September 25, 2013 












Invoice No.: 272806 
$15,869.17 
$64,921.46 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 10/25/13 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 








Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey• Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
October 23, 2013 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 273685 
For services through 09/30/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/1/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
9/3/13 Steve Smith 
9/5/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.50 $1,575.00 Review pre-trial schedule and draft e-mail 
to expert witnesses and S. Neighbors re 
due date for expert reports; review expert 
reports previously served on opposing 
counsel; continue reviewing documents to 
use for depositions. 
1.20 $330.00 Read and review multiple emails regarding 
case status and production of materials by 
defendants. 
4.00 $1,400.00 Continue to review documents and 
prepare for the depositions of defendants. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 







After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 o/o per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001425
File No.: 44787-0001 October 23, 2013 Invoice No.: 273685 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/5/13 Steve Smith 1.70 $467.50 Continued case preparation including 
review of multiple emails regarding 
preparation of documents and planning for 
discovery of main defendants. 
9/6/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.00 $1,400.00 Prepare for meeting with expert witnesses; 
participate in meeting with expert 
witnesses; continue to review documents 
and prepare for depositions; telephone call 
to B. Tharp re depositions; exchange e-
mails with J. Richards. 
9/6/13 Steve Smith 3.50 $962.50 Prepare for and meeting RE experts; other 
general work on case preparation. 
9/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.60 $1,610.00 Telephone conference with D. Reinstein re 
expert witness reports; review research on 
duties of agent with power of attorney; 
begin outlining claims and proof of facts 
required to prove each claim. 
9/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.50 $1,225.00 Continue to prepare for depositions; 
exchange telephone calls with J. Richards 
re expert witness reports; receive and 
review draft Supplement to Report of 
Denise McClure; telephone conference 
with D. Reinstein re his expert report and 
the Supplement by D. McClure; review; 
transmit the Expert Witness Reports and 
Supplement of D. McClure to defendants; 
continue to draft outline of claims and facts 
to prove for claims; exchange e-mails with 
S. Neighbors re Denise McClure's report; 
dictate Certificate of Compliance re service 
of expert reports. 
9/10/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 Substantial correspondence regarding 
various expert disclosures and opinions 
and materials received from plaintiff's 
9/11/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.50 $2,275.00 Review prior discovery requests and 
production of documents by the 
Wadsworth Accounting firm; draft a 
Subpoena Duces Tecum for service on 
Crandall, Swenson, Gleason and 
Wadsworth; telephone conferences with J. 
Richards re the invoice for production of 
documents by Brian Watkins; telephone 
conference with J. Richards re content of 
Subpoena Duces T ecum to Crandall firm; 
draft e-mail to team members to transmit 
draft Subpoena Duces T ecum for review 
and comments; confer with J. Richards re 
document production by B. Watkins and 
the Subpoena Duces Tecum. 
9/11/13 Steve Smith 2.00 $550.00 General case preparation with emphasis 
on review of multiple emails regarding 
materials received or not received from 




File No.: 44787-0001 October 23, 2013 Invoice No.: 273685 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/11/13 Steven Wieland .30 $49.50 E-mail M. Clark re entity and accounts 
lists. 
9/12/13 Merlyn W. Clark .50 $175.00 Exchange e-mails with D. Reinstein re 
Subpoena on Wadsworth; draft e-mail to 
co-counsel re issues relating to the 
Subpoena on Wadsworth. 
9/12/13 Steve Smith 1.10 $302.50 Review multiple emails regarding materials 
from defendants, general preparation for 
depositions, phone call with client Don 
Watkins. 
9/13/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $980.00 Conference with S. Smith re issues re 
discovery from Wadsworth; telephone 
conference with J. Richards re issues with 
Wadsworth discovery and C. Pavlov 
matter; draft revisions to Subpoena Ducas 
Tecum for Wadsworth firm; exchange e-
mails with D. Reinstein, D. McClure and S. 
Neighbors re discovery; receive and 
review e-mail from S. Neighbors re update 
on note balances owed by Brian, Doug 
and Gene. 
9/14/13 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $280.00 Continue to work on Subpoena Ducas 
Tecum on Wadsworth firm; exchange e-
mails with J. Richards, S. Smith, S. 
Neighbors, D. Reinstein and D. McClure re 
discovery teleconference. 
9/14/13 Steve Smith .40 $110.00 Review MWC emails regarding materials 
received from Wadsworth office. 
9/16/13 Merlyn W. Clark 5.30 $1,855.00 Continue to draft Subpoena Ouces Tecum 
for Crandall firm; telephone calls and e-
mails with B. Tharp, J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re deposition dates for Brian 
and Robynlee Watkins; conference and 
telephone conference with S. Neighbors, 
J. Richards, D. McClure and D. Reinstein 
re discovery from Crandall firm, George 
and Sharon Wadsworth, and related 
issues; draft revisions to Subpoena Duces 
Tecum for Crandall firm and draft 
Subpoenas Duces Tecum for George and 
Sharon Wadsworth; dictate Notice of 
Service of Subpoenas Duces Tecum for 
service on defendants and counsel for 
George Wadsworth; telephone call to 
counsel for G. Wadsworth. 
9/16/13 Steve Smith .60 $165.00 Read email correspondence regarding 
deposition scheduling. 
9/16/13 Steven Wieland 1.50 $247.50 Telephonic conference with litigation team 
and expert witnesses. 
9/16/13 Kyle Millard 1.40 $140.00 Review and electronically process 
supplemental document production 
received from Brian Watkins and load 
same into electronic document database 
Page3 
001427
File No.: 44787-0001 e October 23, 2013 Invoice No.: 273685 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
(BDW database) in preparation for 
attorney document review. 
9/16/13 Kyle Millard 1.00 $100.00 Review document collections contained in 
case file, identify documents previously 
produced by Brian Watkins (BDW Bates 
Prefix), electronically process documents 
(BDW Bates) and add to electronic 
document database in preparation for 
document review. 
9/16/13 Kyle Millard 1.60 $160.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (BDW 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (document dates/descriptions) 
into database in preparation for database 
query and review. 
9/17/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.00 $350.00 Review and revise the Subpoena's Duces 
T ecum and NOtice of Service and cause 
to be served on Defendants. 
9/17/13 Steve Smith 1.50 $412.50 Review materials in MWC emails and 
respond to same as needed. 
9/17/13 Christian Wamhoff 2.80 $280.00 Identify and tag privileged documents per 
attorney designations in electronic 
document database (JACE PRIV 
REVIEW) in preparation for supplemental 
document production. 
9/17/13 Kyle Millard 1.30 $130.00 Compile/organize hard copy production of 
supplemental document production 
received from Brian Watkins, and provide 
same to attorney for review. 
9/18/13 Kyle Millard .60 $60.00 Continue to review document collections 
contained in case file, identify documents 
previously produced by Brian Watkins 
(BDW Bates Prefix), electronically process 
documents (BDW Bates) and add to 
electronic document database in 
preparation for document review. 
9/19/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.60 $910.00 Receipt and review e-mails from Jace 
Richards with attachments; review 
documents produced by Brian Watkins to 
prepare for his deposition. 
9/19/13 Christian Wamhoff 1.30 $130.00 Review and analyze privilege documents 
in electronic document database and enter 
key data from documents (from, to, cc, 
description) in same database in 
preparation of privilege log. 
9/19/13 Kyle Millard 1.00 $100.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (BDW Database) and 
enter key data from documents (document 
dates/descriptions) into database in 




File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/20/13 Steve Smith 
9/20/13 Christian Wamhoff 
9/23/13 Steve Smith 
9/23/13 Steven Wieland 
9/23/13 Kyle Millard 
9/24/13 Steve Smith 7¥ 
9/24/13 Steven Wieland 
9/25/13 Steve Smith 
9/26/13 Merlyn W. Clark -
9/27/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
October 23, 2013 Invoice No.: 273685 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.00 $275.00 Read multiple emails re materials received 
from defendants. 
1.00 $100.00 Continue to code privilege document in 
electronic document database in 
preparation of privilege log. 
1.80 $495.00 Review and analyze multiple emails, 
review motion for summary judgment 
.60 $99.00 Identify and locate Washington statutes 
relating to interest rates and usury. 
2.90 $290.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (BOW database) and 
enter key data from documents (document 
dates/descriptions) into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
1»!t 2.00 $550.00 Review multiple emails and conference with MWC re same; review summary 
judgment motion by Dinius i;~o .oo 
5.20 $858.00 E-mail exchange with J. Richards and M. 
Clark re nursing home sales contracts; Jj .,;>Sfo • ()(l review nursing home sales contracts; 
research and analyze Washington 
statutory and case law authorities re 
charging compound interest and usurious 
interest rates; write e-mail detailing 
research findings. 
1.20 $330.00 Review multiple emails regarding case and 
respond to same 
2.80 $980.00 Receipt and review Amended Notice of 
Hearing Douglas Watkins MSJ; Receipt 3, 
and review research memo from S. h 7 ?,5, 0() 
Wieland re Washington Usury Law; receipt y 
and review e-mail from Jace Richards re 
Washington Nursing Home Deal; begin 
reviewing the Motion for Summary 
Judgment filed by Doug Watkins. 
6.50 $2,275.00 Receipt and review e-mail from S. Wieland 
re admissions of defaults on real estate 
contracts by defendants; continue to work ;;3 on the proof plan; meet with trial team 
members to plan pre-trial discovery and 
motions; continue to review the motion for 
summary judgment filed by Doug Watkins; 
draft e-mails to Jace Richards and S. '1 ?~ , ! '3 
Neighbors re summary judgment motions 
and the document production by 
Wadsworth's and the Crandall firm; 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
various issues; telephone call with Jace 
Richards re document production and 
other issues; exchange e-mails with 
Dennis Reinstein and D. McClure re 
Page 5 
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File No.: 44787-0001 e October 23, 2013 Invoice No.: 273685 
Date Attorr;iey/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
preparation for depositions. 
9/27/13 Steve Smith 3.00 $825.00 Long team meeting and general trial 
preparation 
9/27/13 Steven Wieland 5.30 $874.50 Analyze e-mail from J. Richards re filing a 7-:. 
motion for summary judgment on the real ~t,;D 
estate contracts; conduct follow-up :J 
research into Washington usury laws as 
they apply to default interest; e-mail 
litigation team re same. 
9/27/13 Dane Bolinger 4.80 $912.00 Analyze significant pleadings and 
memoranda and develop strategy for 
upcoming depositions and eventual trial. 
9/28/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Read multiple emails regarding case 
status 
9/29/13 Steve Smith .60 $165.00 Read various emails from Jace Richards 
9/29/13 Steven Wieland 3.50 $577.50 Research and analyze Idaho statutes 
governing duties and standards of conduct 
for trustees and agents under written 
powers of attorney. 
9/30/13 Steven Wieland 6.30 $1,039.50 Meet with litigation team and J. Richards 
re case status; continue researching state 
laws governing trustee conduct; work on 
reviewing case material in preparation for 
drafting motion for partial summary 
judgment. 
9/30/13 Dane Bolinger 3.20 $608.00 Attend extensive strategy session with Mr. 
Richards and other members of the HTEH 
team regarding trial preparations. 
9/30/13 Denise Heller .10 $14.50 Receive and review documents from J. 
Richards, and revise records log with 
same for file management. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 49.40 $350.00 $17,290.00 
Steve Smith Attorney 24.60 $275.00 $6,765.00 
Dane Bolinger Associate 8.00 $190.00 $1,520.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 22.70 $165.00 $3,745.50 
Denise Heller Paralegal .10 $145.00 $14.50 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 5.10 $100.00 $510.00 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 9.80 $100.00 $980.00 
Services 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 119.70 Services: $30,825.00 
Page 6 
001430







Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity 
Copying 1115 
Computer Assisted Legal Research 1 O 
Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 
SERVING Service of documents upon George W. 
Wadsworth on 09/24/13 
Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 
SERVING Service of documents upon Sharon M. 
Wadsworth on 09/24/13 
Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 1 
SERVING Service of documents upon Crandall, 












Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. 
07 /08/13 270627 
08/23/13 271967 
09/25/13 272806 

















Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 11/22113 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 






File No.: 44787-0001 e October 23, 2013 e Invoice No.: 273685 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 





Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Hailey • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
November 8, 2013 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 274321 
For services through 10/31/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 




Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$1,575.00 Telephone conferences and exchange 
emails with S. Wieland re Crandall firm's 
plans to destroy records relating to the 




for Wadsworth re duty to preserve g 
documents and information; draft / J 
nondisclosure agreement for signatures of 1.t2. 
Crandall firm and Averdi to cover J 
information not included in the Subpoena 
Duces Tecum; draft e-mail to Brad Poole, 
attorney for Crandall firm re duty to 
preserve evidence; exchange emails with 
Brad Poole re documents will not be 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 "lo per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
destroyed; draft emails to Jace Richards re 
Nondisclosure Agreement; draft e-mail to 
Brad Poole re Nondisclosure Agreement; 
receipt and review draft affidavit of AD 
Watkins. 
10/1/13 Steven Wieland 10.50 $1,732.50 Travel to and attendance at document 
production at Crandall Swenson Gleason 
& Wadsworth; conduct additional research 
into law governing trustee duties under 
Idaho law; e-mail litigation team re motion 
for summary judgment strategy. 
10/1/13 Dane Bolinger 1.10 $209.00 Analyze litigation hold issues on 
threatened document destruction and draft 
letter regarding same. 
10/1/13 Christian Wamhoff .40 $40.00 Receive, review and electronically 
process/source code documents received 
from Jace Richards and add same to 
electronic document database (DONW) to 
assist with attorney review. 
10/1/13 Kyle Millard .50 $50.00 Receive/review client documents and 
electronically process and add same to 
electronic document database in 
preparation for attorney document review; 
coordinate processing of CSGW 
documents with litigation support vendor 
(CSGW document collection). 
10/2/13 Steven Wieland 10.70 $1,765.50 Assemble exhibit documents for 
Declaration of D. Watkins; travel to 
i document discovery at Crandall Swenson and attend same; confer with B. Poole re confidentiality agreement; work on 
analysis of case materials in support of 
P..:> ~s, ~o motion for summary judgment; draft 
Declaration of D. Watkins in support of 
motion for summary judgment; confer with 
J. Richards re claims and defenses for the 
motion; draft Motion for Summary 
Judgment. 
10/2/13 Dane Bolinger .50 $95.00 Edit and revise litigation hold letter to 
Wadsworths' and Crandall Firm's counsel. 
h 10/2/13 Dane Bolinger .70 $133.00 Research Idaho contract law and draft i.f '-t,~3 insert to motion for summary judgment. 
10/2/13 Kyle Millard 3.80 $380.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (BOW 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for database query and attorney document 
review. 
10/3/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $980.00 Receive and review litigation hold letter to A , ;lo,br 
Brad Poole and Allan Bosche; telephone '3 
conference with Jace Richards and Denise 
McClure re discovery issues with 
Page 2 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Wadsworth; confer with S. Smith re 
summary judgment motion of plaintiff and 
course of action; exchange emails with 
Denise McClure re search the Crandall 
firm server; receive and review revised 
Affidavit of AD Watkins; continue review of 
documents produced by Brian Watkins. 
10/3/13 Steven Wieland 1.50 $247.50 Analyze Idaho law relating to expert 
affidavits; conference with D. Bolinger re 
drafting Declaration of D. McClure in 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment; e-mail directions to D. McClure 
re same. 
10/3/13 Dane Bolinger .50 $95.00 Analyze Rule 702 and Daubert 
requirements regarding expert witness 
testimony and admissibility issues (1.2). 
10/3/13 Kyle Millard .20 $20.00 Coordinate document processing with 
litigation support vendor Streamline 
(CSGW Document Collection). 
10/4/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.50 $1,225.00 Exchange emails with S. Neighbors re 
scheduling of depositions and budget 
questions; exchange emails with Ed 
Schiller re depositions of Eugene and 
Katie Watkins; draft and serve Notices of 
Depositions for Eugene and Katie 
Watkins; draft e-mail to K. Dinius re 
scheduling depositions of his clients; 
continue reviewing documents produced 
by Brian Watkins. 
10/4/13 Dane Bolinger 3.50 $665.00 Analyze causes of action under Idaho law 
for accounting and breach of trust, and 
draft portion of trial strategy and proof 
memorandum on same. 
10/4/13 Kyle Millard .70 $70.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (BDW 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for database query and attorney document 
review (.6); coordinate document pick up 
and processing with litigation support 
vendor (CSGW Document Collection) (.2). 
10/7/13 Steven Wieland 1.80 $297.00 Review and analyze discovery responses ~ qlLoo 
in preparation for drafting motion for partial 3 
summary judgment; telephone call with D. 
Bolinger re assembling documents for 
Declaration of D. Watkins. 
10/8/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.80 $1,330.00 Confer with Dane Bolinger re discovery 
!§ t{ t,f ~I?,) issues, Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, opposition to Doug Watkins Motion for Summary Judgment and 
preparation for depositions of Defendants; 
exchange e-mails with counsel re 
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
10/8/13 Steven Wieland 
10/8/13 Dane Bolinger 
10/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
Hours 
November 8, 2013 Invoice No.: 274321 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
the Compensation Agreements; receipt 
and review draft Objection to the Hearing 
Date of Doug's Motion for Summary 
Judgment; receipt and review draft 
Declaration for Steve Neighbors and e-
mail from Steve Wieland to S. Neighbors; 
continue to prepare for the depositions of 
Defendants. 
8.30 $1,369.50 Work with D. McClure on identifying 
events of default under the nursing home 
installment contracts and on drafting her 
declaration; draft Declaration of D. ;: 
McClure in Support of Motion for Partial j 
Summary Judgment, Declaration of S. 
Neighbors in Support of Motion for Partial 5 
Summary Judgment, Declaration of S. 
Wieland in Support of Motion for Partial f"I 
Summary Judgment; work on y c;(r, · w.:>0 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment; review 
additional materials in the file; gather 
additional documents for affidavit of Don 
Watkins in Support of Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment; e-mail exchange with 
D. McClure re calculating interest rates 
under the nursing home contracts. 
4.20 $798.00 Analyze Idaho law on trusts and power of 
8.30 
attorney, and draft and revise portions of 
trial strategy and proof memorandum to 
incorporate same. 
$2,905.00 Telephone calls with S. Neighbors' office 
re getting his declaration signed; receipt 
and review e-mail from S. Wieland re new 
issues to pursue; draft e-mail to Tira in 
Steve Neighbor's office to transmit his 
declaration for signature; receipt and ~ 
review e-mail from Jace Richards re new h 
issues; receipt and review fax with S. ,Z. 
Neighbor's signed declaration; review ..7 
drafts of Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment, Memorandum in Support of 
Motion and Declaration of Denise 
McClure; receipt and review e-mail from 
Jace Richards with revisions to the 
Memorandum In Support of Plaintiff's 
Motion for Summary Judgment; receipt 
and review Jace's revisions to the 
Declaration of Denise McClure; draft e-
mail to Plaintiff's trial team re Objection to 
Doug Watkins' MSJ; draft e-mail to Jace 
Richards re discovery responses from 
Doug Watkins; confer with Dane Bolinger 
re Motion to vacate hearing on Doug 
Watkins' MSJ; begin drafting objections 
and motion to strike statements in Doug 
and Virginia Watkins Affidavits; receipt and 
Page4 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
review e-mail from Jace Richards re Doug 
and Virginia Watkins' responses to 
Plaintiff's discovery requests; telephone 
call with Bill Tharp re scheduling 
depositions; exchange e-mails with S. 
Neighbors re scheduling his deposition; 
confer with Dane Bolinger re Wadsworth 
depositions; exchange e-mails with S. 
Smith and S. Neighbors re scheduling Don 
Watkin's deposition; draft e-mail to 
Watkins' team re scheduling of depositions 
and discovery deadline; exchange e-mails 
with Bill Tharp re scheduling a telephone 
call with Defense Counsel and the 
depositions schedule; draft e-mail to Bill 
Tharp to confirm Don's attendance at his 
deposition. 
10/9/13 Steven Wieland 6.60 $1,089.00 Finish draft of Memorandum in Support of 
h Motion for Summary Judgment; research Idaho law re express and implied authority; edit and revise Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment; 
edit and revise Declaration of D. McClure; 
draft, edit, and revise Declaration of S. 3a,~.oo Wieland; telephone conference with D. 
McClure re motion and declaration; finalize 
documents for filing; e-mail exchanges 
with litigation team re responding to Doug 
Watkins motion for summary judgment. 
10/9/13 Dane Bolinger .90 $171.00 Draft, edit and revise portion of the trial 
strategy memorandum. 
10/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark 5.80 $2,030.00 Draft e-mail to Jace Richards re opposition 
to Doug's MSJ; receipt and review f3 documents from Sharon Wadsworth; 
receipt and review Jace Richards 
comments re Doug's MSJ; receipt and 
(o11fc,b'1 review documents from Jace Richards re 
Country Square; receipt and review 
Joinder of Eugene Watkins in Doug's MSJ; 
continue to work on the motions to Strike 
the Affidavits of Doug and Virginia and the 
objection to Doug's MSJ. 
10/10/13 Steven Wieland 3.90 $643.50 Work with D. Bolinger on developing trial 
strategy with regard to claims for breach of 
trust instrument and an accounting; review 
e-mail traffic amongst litigation team; 
research Washington law on fiduciary 
duties applicable to trustees. 
10/10/13 Dane Bolinger 6.60 $1,254.00 Substantial analysis of Idaho and 
Washington law on fiduciary duties as 
trustee, and draft and revise trial strategy 
and proof memorandum on same. /6 'jt ,S 
10/11/13 Merlyn W. Clark 8.70 $3,q45.00 Meet with Jace Richards and co-counsel 
fr to begin preparing objections to Doug Watkins Motion for Summary Judgment; 
Page 5 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
10/11/13 Steven Wieland 
10/11/13 Dane Bolinger 
10/11/13 Christian Wamhoff 
10/11/13 Kyle Millard 






November 8, 2013 Invoice No.: 274321 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
participate in the teleconference with 
Defendants' counsel to schedule 
depositions; continue working on the 
opposition to Doug Watkins MSJ; 
telephone conferences with Don Watkins 
and Stella re getting his declaration ih 
opposition to the MSJ signed and 
returned; receipt and review revised 
Declaration of A.O. Watkins signed by A.O. 
Watkins; review November and December 
calendars of depositions and hearing 
dates and draft e-mail to counsel for 
Defendants to transmit the calendars and 
confinn agreement to extend the discovery 
deadline; exchange e-mails with S. 
Neighbors re Doug's employments by 
Watkins entities. 
$1,221.00 Work with M. Clark, D. Bolinger, and J. J / · 




summary judgment; draft Declaration of .• .. ·.· . ... :, ·. ·. 
Don Watkins in Opposition to Doug's 
Motion for Summary Judgment. 
Attend all day strategy session regarding ~ 
responding to Doug's motion for summary -1- ) "71, 
judgment, including drafting Rule 56(f) / ?J ?/ 
materials, drafting affidavits in response to / 1 {7 
same, teleconferences with opposing ! '7 & 11 () 0 
counsel and court staff, and preparation 
for trial. 
Duplicate disc containing CSGW 
production documents recently processed 
and received from vendor to deliver to 
expert witness to review to assist with 
expert report. 
Receive and review documents from 
Crandall Swenson Gleason & Wadsworth, 
processed by litigation support vendor, 
and load same into electronic document 
database in preparation for database 
query and document review. 
8. 70 $3,045.00 Continue to Research and draft Motion 
and Memorandum to Strike Testimony of 
Doug and Virginia in their Affidavits' revise 
calendars for hearings and depositions 
and draft e-mail to all counsel to transmit 
the calendars and confirm extended 
deadline for discovery; receipt and review 
draft declaration of Denise McClure in 
Opposition to Doug and Virginia's MSJ; 
draft e-mail to Bill Tharp, counsel for Brian 
re depositions he will take; draft e-mail to 
Plaintiff's team re depositions schedule 
and request for notices and arrangements; 
receipt and review draft Memorandum 
Opposing Doug Watkins' MSJ; exchange 
e-mails with S. Smith re scheduling Don 
Page 6 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
10/12/13 Steven Wieland 
10/12/13 Dane Bolinger 
10/13/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
10/13/13 Steven Wieland 
10/14/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
November 8, 2013 Invoice No.: 274321 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Watkins deposition preparation; receipt 
and review draft Motion and Objection to 
Doug's MSJ, Declaration of Dane Bolinger 
in Support of Motion under Rule 56(f); 
receipt and revise draft of Denise 
McClure's Declaration in opposition to 
Doug's MSJ; receipt and review e-mail 
from Denise McClure with additional 
revisions to her Declaration. 
2.40 $396.00 Edit and revise Declaration of D. McClure / Pc? ff, 
in Opposition to Doug's Motion for 0 
Summary Judgment; work on editing and -:Set (; 
revising Memorandum in Opposition. 
5.90 $1,121.00 Draft, edit and revise memorandum in 
JtP~ opposition to Doug's motion for summary 
judgment and related materials. 
\)I,,-\ 
6.50 $2,275.00 Continue to research and draft the Motion 
and Memorandum to Strike the Affidavit 
testimony of Doug and Virginia; receipt 
and review Jace Richard's revisions to the ~ 
Affidavit of Bolinger in Support of the Rule / tfJ j 
56(f) Motion; exchange e-mails with co- ?J 
counsel re defenses to Doug's MSJ; 
receipt and review revised Plaintiff's '2. 1 ';t 'i '5 
Memorandum In OPposition to Doug's 
MSJ; review, revise and finalize Plaintiff's 
MOtion and Memorandum to Strike the 
Affidavits of Doug Watkins and Virginia 
and transmit it to the team for review. 
5.40 $891.00 Edit and revise Declaration of D. McClure; f?i 
edit and revise Memorandum in 
Opposition to Doug and Virginia's Motion / ti j 'ZJ 
for Summary Judgment; draft portions of \ ~ \ 
Memorandum addressing actual and 
apparent authority of Brian to execute 
Compensation Agreement; e-mail litigation 
team re additional issues for the Motion. 
6.80 $2,380.00 Receipt and review Denise McClure's 
analysis of payments to Doug Watkins and 
Watkins contracting; telephone call with 
Jace Richards re Motions and Affidavits 
opposing Doug's MSJ; receipt and review tr() 
Jace Richard's revisions to Plaintiff's Rule /':2-()~V}u ~ 
56(f) Motion and Memorandum Objecting 
to Doug's MSJ hearing date; receipt and 
review Jace Richard's revisions to Denise 
McClure's Declaration; draft e-mail to 
Plaintiff's counsel re suggested language 
in McClure's Declaration; receipt and 
review Jace Richard's revisions to 
Plaintiff's Memorandum In Opposition to 
Doug's MSJ; exchange e-mails with D. 
McClure re the scheduled depositions; 
review and sign deposition notices for 
Brian and Robynlee, Doug and Virginia, 
Gene and Katie, George and Sharon 
Page 7 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
10/14/13 Steven Wieland 2.20 
10/14/13 Dane Bolinger 4.10 
10/14/13 Kyle Millard 1.30 
10/15/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.70 
10/15/13 Steven Wieland 3.70 
November 8, 2013 e Invoice No.: 274321 




Wadsworth; exchange e-mails with D. 
McClure re analysis of payments that were 
made to Watkins Contracting and to Doug 
Watkins; telephone call with Bill Tharp re 
extending his deadline to respond to 
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
draft e-mail to Watkins Team re telephone 
call with Tharp; confer with Dane Bolinger 
and S. Wieland re objections to Doug's 
MSJ and related issues; exchange e-mails 
with Jace Richards re objections to the 
Affidavit testimony of Doug an Virginia; 
receipt and review e-mail from Jace 
Richards to Bill Tharp; continue preparing 
for depositions of Brian and Robynlee. 
Consult with D. Bolinger and M. Clark re ~ 
strategy for incorporating comments from ~ 
D. McClure into Memorandum in / /; ( /J 
Opposition to Motion for Summary ft/ l "?/ 
Judgment; edit Declaration of Plaintiff's 9(, !I, 00 
Counsel in Support of Rule 56(f) Motion; 
review e-mail and attachments from D. 
McClure. j 
Continue to draft, edit, research and revise/ ~ /} 
materials in opposition to Doug's motion {/ #' ~ 
for summary judgment. r, r, 1 , 00 
Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (CSGW 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for creating document index for expert 
witness review. 
$1,295.00 Receipt and review e-mails between Jace 
Richards and Bill Tharp re extending the 
deadline for Bill's response to Plaintiff's 
MSJ; draft e-mail to Bill Tharp and Jace 
Richards re extending the MSJ deadline; 
receipt and review e-mails re telephone 
call with Judge Wilper; receipt and review 
e-mails re filing of Motions of Plaintiff for 
MSJ for Rule 56(f), and to Strike Affidavits 
of Doug and Virginia; receipt and review 
draft Declaration of Denise McClure and 
draft e-mail to require revisions in her 
Declaration; exchange e-mails with 
counsel re scheduling telephone call with 
Judge Wilper; receipt and review e-mail 
from Jace Richards re information from 
Don Watkins; receipt and review e-mails 
with Denise McClure re information from 
Don Watkins; continue preparation for 
depositions. 
$610.50 Finish drafting, edit and revise 
Memorandum in Opposition to Doug's 
Motion for Summary Judgment; research 
Page 8 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
wage claim laws in Idaho; review e-mail 
analyses from D. McClure and J. Richards 
of Doug's claims and defenses; telephone 
conference with D. McClure re preparing 
for Eugene's deposition. 
10/15/13 Dane Bolinger 4.70 $893.00 Draft, edit and revise portions of Rule 56(f) 'l)"t?> t 
motion and declaration, McClure's /tJ!J v declaration, and response in opposition to 
motion for summary judgment. 
10/15/13 Kyle Millard 1.60 $160.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (CSGW 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for creating document index for expert 
witness review. 
10/16/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.00 $2,100.00 Review discovery and prepare for 
telephone call with Judge wilper and 
counsel for Defendants; participate in the 
telephone call with Judge Wilper re 
vacating trial and pre-trial schedule; draft 
h 
the Order Vacating the Trial and Pre-Trial 
schedule; draft the Order Vacating the 
Trial and Pre-Trial schedule; and dictate a 
transmittal letter to Judge Wilper; continue 
preparing for depositions and meeting with 
Watkins experts and Jace Richards; '7DO. 
receipt and review e-mails with A. Bosch 
re accepting service of subpoenas on 
Wadsworths; draft e-mail to Watkins Team 
re vacated trial and pre-trial schedule; draft 
letter to Defendants' counsel re proposed 
order and letter to Judge Wilper; exchange 
e-mails with Kevin Dinius re C. Morby. 
10/16/13 Dane Bolinger 2.60 $494.00 Prepare for and attend teleconference with 
Court regarding pending scheduling 
issues, draft order on same, and develop 
plan for upcoming depositions and 
eventual trial. 
10/16/13 Christian Wamhoff .70 $70.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (CSGW) 
and enter key data from documents 
(dates) into database to assist with 
attomey and expert review. 
10/16/13 Kyle Millard 4.60 $460.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (CSGW 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for creating .document index for expert 
'l '21• b'1 witness review. 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
depositions; draft e-mail to D. McClure re 
issues of fact for her to explore; continue 
to prepare for depositions; receipt and 
review Simco and ADW documents 
received from Jace Richards. ~ , , 00 
10/17/13 Steven Wieland 6.60 $1,089.00 Participate in deposition preparation J '7 ;1,, 
meeting with M. Clark, J. Richards, D. 
McClure, and D. Reinstein. 
10/17/13 Denise Heller 3.60 $522.00 Revise records log for document control 
and file management. 
10/17/13 Christian Wamhoff 1.00 $100.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (CSGW) and enter 
key data from documents (dates) into 
database to assist with attorney and 
expert review. 
10/17/13 Kyle Millard 5.20 $520.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (CSGW 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for creating document index for expert 
witness review (5); coordinate processing 
of additional documents with vendor 
(DONW document collection) (.2). 
10/18/13 Merlyn W. Clark .90 $315.00 Receipt and review invoice from 
Streamlining for processing documents 
produced by Crandall firm and e-mail 
instructions to paralegal re payment of the 
invoice; draft e-mail to Defense counsel re 
C. Morby; exchange e-mails with counsel 
re privilege log; receipt and review WACO 
stock document received from Jace 
Richards; receipt and review Earnest 
Money Agreement for purchase of Locust 
Grove property. 
10/18/13 Steven Wieland .60 $99.00 Work with K. Millard and D. Heller on 
organizing discovery, identifying missing 
responses, and ensuring that obligations 
are met. 
10/18/13 Denise Heller 4.80 $696.00 Continue to revise records log for 
document control, file management and in 
preparation of upcoming document 
supplement; prepare list of defendants' 
outstanding discovery responses to assist 
attorney with preparation of letters to 
defendants requesting responses; prepare 
list of plaintiff's outstanding discovery 
responses to assist attorney with 
preparation of supplemental discovery 
responses. 
10/18/13 Kyle Millard 4.20 $420.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (CSGW 
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documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database and compile 
data into index and provide same to expert 
for review (3.5}; assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Gene 
Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review (.7). 
10/19/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $875.00 Draft e-mail to co-counsel re objections to 
the Joinders in Doug's MSJ filed by 
counsel for Brian Watkins wand counsel 
for Eugene Watkins; draft e-mails to 
paralegal re need for deposition binders 
for Eugene Watkins, Katie Watkins, 
Virginia Watkins, Don Watkins, Steve 
Neighbors, George and Sharon 
Wadsworth; receipt and review e-mails 
with Denise McClure re Access Income 
and Locust Grove Earnest Money 
Agreement; continue to prepare for 
depositions of Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins 
10/21/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.90 $665.00 Research grounds for objecting to the 
Motions of Brian and Eugene to join 
Doug's MSJ; confer with S. Wieland re 
objecting to the motions by Defendants; 
confer with Kyle Millard re deposition 
binders needed; confer with S. Wieland re 
preparation for depositions; review 
summary judgment rules re objection to 
joinder.s; receipt and review e-mails from 
Jace Richards and S. Wieland rejoinders 
by Brian and Eugene; receipt and review 
e-mails from Jace Richards with invoices 
from Watkins Contracting. 
10/21/13 Steven Wieland 1.40 $231.00 Analyze Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure 
with regard to joinders in motions for 
summary judgment; e-mail litigation team 
re same. 
10/21/13 Denise Heller 1.60 $232.00 Prepare privilege log in preparation of 
upcoming document production. 
10/21/13 Christian Wamhoff 2.20 $220.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (CSGW) and enter 
key data from documents (dates) into 
database to assist with attorney and 
expert review. 
10/21/13 Kyle Millard 3.40 $340.00 . Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 




File No.: 44787-0001 e November 8, 2013 e Invoice No.: 274321 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
specified by attorney (references to Gene 
Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
10/22/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.80 $2,730.00 Continue to review documents and 
prepare for depositions; telephone call 
with Denise McClure re her telephone call 
with Matt Summers; additional research 
for defenses to the joinders in Brian and 
Eugene in Doug's MSJ; view the CD of 
Don's interview; receipt and review e-mails 
between S. Wieland and Jace Richards re 
status of discovery requests and 
responses; continue to prepare for 
depositions. 
10/22/13 Steven Wieland .60 $99.00 Work with K. Millard and D. Heller to 
organize discovery needs and identify 
issues for further inquiry; e-mail J. 
Richards re status of certain discovery 
requests received in 2012 and the status 
of document production. 
10/22/13 Denise Heller 4.20 $609.00 Continue to revise records log for 
document control, file management and in 
preparation of upcoming document 
supplement. 
10/22/13 Kyle Millard 5.10 $510.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Gene 
Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review·(4.1); 
Review documents processed by vendor 
and add same to electronic document 
database in preparation for review and 
production (DONW Bates prefix) (1 ). 
10/23/13 Merlyn W. Clark 4.70 $1,645.00 Confer with paralegal re status of privilege 
log; confer with S. Wieland re status of 
discovery responses and need for formal 
discovery responses; continue to view 
Don's interview video; continue to prepare 
for Eugene Watkins deposition; receipt 
and review e-mails from Jace Richards 
and S. Wieland re Bates numbers issues 
and other discovery issues; confer with S. 
Wieland re scheduling a hearing on Motion 
for Additional Interrogatories to Brian. 
10/23/13 Steven Wieland 5.50 $907.50 Work with D. Heller on database 
management issues and discovery issues; 
telephone conference with D. Heller and J. 
Richards re same; draft meet and confer 
letter to W. Tharp re missing discovery 
requests to Brian Watkins. 
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10/23/13 Christian Wamhoff 2.00 
10/23/13 Kyle Millard 7.80 
10/24/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 
10/24/13 Steve Smith .70 
10/24/13 Steven Wieland 3.40 
10/24/13 Christian Wamhoff 3.30 
10/24/13 Kyle Millard 3.40 
November 8, 2013 e Invoice No.: 274321 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
document control, file management and in 
preparation of upcoming document 
supplement; telephone conference with J. 
Richards and S. Wieland re documents 
productions. 
$200.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (CSGW) and enter 
key data from documents (from, to) into 
database to assist with attorney and 
expert review. 
$780.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Gene 
Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
$1,050.00 Exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
protecting communications with experts 
from disclosure to Defendants; exchange 
e-mails with J. Richards re attendance of 
Don W. at depositions; receipt and review 
documents re Matt Summers home 
transactions; confer with S. Wieland re 
Matt Summers home documents; review 
the addendum by D. McClure and check 
on service of it to Defendants; receipt and 
review Bates Stamped Version of Matt 
Summers home documents; receipt and 
review D. McClure e-mail to Matt 
Summers; continue to prepare for 
depositions of Eugene and Katie Watkins. 
$192.50 Review numerous emails regarding 
deposition and discovery issues. 
$561.00 Work on formal version of Response to 
Brian's First Set of Discovery Requests; 
work with D. Heller on discovery 
organization issues. 
$330.00 Cont[ nue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (CSGW) and enter 
key data from documents (from, to, 
document summary) into database to 
assist with attorney and expert review. 
$340.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Gene 
Watkins), and compiling hard copy 
production of relevant documents into 
Page 13 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
notebooks for attorney review (2); 
Receive, review and electronically process 
documents received from M. Summers 
and add same to electronic document 
database in preparation for attorney 
review (MSUM Bates prefix) (1.4). 
10/25/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $2,310.00 Receipt and review e-mail from Jace 
Richards with documents received from 
Don Watkins re Matt Summers 
transactions; confer with S. Wieland re 
documents from Don Watkins; receipt and 
review e-mail from Jace Richards with 
copies of checks paid to Doug Watkins; 
receipt and review e-mail from Jace 
Richards re Don Watkins tax return for 
2000 and WWW-Gene Watkins 1994-2002 
returns; continue to prepare for 
depositions of Eugene and Katie Watkins, 
and Brian Watkins. 
10/25/13 Steven Wieland 1.50 $247.50 Work on formal response to Brian's First 
Set of Discovery Requests. 
10/25/13 Christian Wamhoff 1.50 $150.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (CSGW) and enter 
key data from documents (from, to, 
document summary) into database to 
assist with attorney and expert review. 
10/25/13 Kyle Millard 1.70 $170.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Arthur 
Donald Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
10/26/13 Merlyn W. Clark 5.80 $2,030.00 Work on budget for the lawsuit; review 
documents and draft e-mail to counsel and 
D. McClure re documents that are not in 
the database; continue to prepare for 
depositions of Brian Watkins and Eugene 
Watkins; continue to review the transcript 
of the telephone call between Don Watkins 
and Brian Watkins. 
10/26/13 Steve Smith .60 $165.00 Review deposition materials. 
10/26/13 Kyle Millard 2.60 $260.00 Review and analyze additional documents 
contained in electronic document 
database (CSGW Database) and enter 
key data from documents (Document 
dates, type, and descriptions) into 
database in preparation for creating 
'6 '1.S-' document index for expert witness review. 
10/27/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.50 $2,625.00 Continue to prepare for the depositions of )j defendants and the meeting with Jace Richards and D. McClure to prepare for 
Page 14 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
the depositions of all defendants; continue 
to work on the budget; exchange e-mails 
with Jace Richards re preparing Don 
Watkins for his deposition; exchange e-
mails with D. McClure re documents 
without Bates numbers. 
10/27/13 Steven Wieland 2.20 $363.00 Review and analyze documents in 
preparation for planning deposition of 
Gene Watkins. 
10/27/13 Kyle Millard .60 $60.00 Review and analyze additional documents 
contained in electronic document 
database (CSGW Database) and enter 
key data from documents (Document 
dates, type, and descriptions) into 
database in preparation for creating 
document index for expert witness review. 
10/28/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,380.00 Meet with Jace Richards and D. McClure 
to prepare for depositions; receipt and 
review Jace Richard's version of the 
transcript of telephone call between Don 
Watkins and Brian Watkins; review A. D. 
Watkins D Bar W check to Watkins 
siblings. 
10/28/13 Steve Smith 1.00 $275.00 Review multiple emails related to 
discovery and deposition issues. 
10/28/13 Steven Wieland 9.10 $1,501.50 Prepare for and participate in deposition 
planning meeting with J. Richards, M. 
Clark, and D. McClure. 
10/28/13 Christian Wamhoff .50 $50.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (JACE 
PRIV REVIEW) and enter key data from 
documents (date) into database to assist 
with attorney review. 
10/28/13 Kyle Millard 5.30 $530.00 Review and analyze additional documents 
contained in electronic document 
database (CSGW Database) and enter 
key data from documents (Document 
dates, type, and descriptions) and compile 
data into index for expert witness review 
(2.5); Continue to assist with preparation 
for upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Arthur 
Donald Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review (2.8). 
10/29/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.40 $1,190.00 Receipt and review e-mails from Jace with 
corporate documents for several Watkins 
entities; continue to prepare for the 
depositions. 
10/29/13 Steve Smith 1.20 $330.00 Review multiple emails and other 
documents related to depositions of 
Page 15 
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defendants. 
10/29/13 Steven Wieland 4.60 $759.00 Work on document review, the case 
timeline, and the deposition outline for 
Gene Watkins. 
10/29/13 Christian Wamhoff 5.00 $500.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (JACE PRIV 
REVIEW) and enter key data from 
documents (date) into database to assist 
with attorney review. 
10/29/13 Kyle Millard 6.30 $630.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Arthur 
Donald Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
10/30/13 Merlyn W. Clark 8.50 $2,975.00 Telephone call to Ed Schiller re 
depositions of Eugene and Katie Watkins 
and related issues; continue to work on 
the litigation budget; receipt and review 
documents received by Jace Richards 
from First American Title re Matt Summers 
house transaction; receipt and review 
correspondence from K. Dinius re 
scheduling of trial dates; continue to work 
on the litigation budget; continue to 
prepare for depositions; receipt and review 
e-mails from Jace Richards re Moffatt 
invoice for drafting the BDW Settlement 
Agreement; confer with D. Heller re 
budgeting paralegal support; telephone 
call with S. Neighbors re valuing the notes 
from Watkins siblings and related matters; 
draft e-mail to J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re telephone call with Ed 
Schiller; receipt and review e-mail from 
Jace Richards re WACO stock. 
10/30/13 Steven Wieland 10.40 $1,716.00 Review documents in preparation for 
drafting outline of Gene's deposition; 
update and revise case timeline with 
reviewed documents; draft deposition 
outline for Gene; begin assembling 
documents for same; e-mail litigation team 
re deposition outline and Irrevocable Trust 
of Don and Florence. 
10/30/13 Christian Wamhoff .80 $80.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (JACE PRIV 
REVIEW) and enter key data from 
documents (date) into database to assist 
with attorney review. 
10/30/13 Kyle Millard 2.60 $260.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Arthur 
Donald Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
10/31/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.70 $2,695.00 Continue to prepare the proposed litigation 
budget; continue to prepare for the 
depositions; meet with Steve Neighbors 
and Jace Richards; telephone call with 
counsel for Defendants re scheduling the 
trial dates; continue to meet with Jace 
Richards and S. Neighbors re litigation 
strategies; continue to review J. Richards 
e-mails re WACO stock, Watkins Trusts 
and related matters. 
10/31/13 Steven Wieland .40 $66.00 E-mail exchange with J. Richards re Don 
and Florence Irrevocable Trust. 
10/31/13 Denise Heller .40 $58.00 Telephone conference with M&M Court 
Reporting re depositions; e-mail to M. 
Clark re estimated deposition and 
transcript charges for lay and expert 
depositions. 
10/31/13 Christian Wamhoff 4.50 $450.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in all electronic document databases and 
enter key data from documents into 
database in preparation for upcoming 
deposition of Arthur Donald Watkins. 
Compile, organize and mark Review 
documents for production or privilege to 
assist attorney with review and upcoming 
supplemental discovery responses. 
10/31/13 Kyle Millard 2.40 $240.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney (references to Arthur 
Donald Watkins), and designating relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 144.10 $350.00 $50,435.00 
Steve Smith Attorney 3.50 $275.00 $962.50 
Dane Bolinger Associate 44.60 $190.00 $8,474.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 110.70 $165.00 $18,265.50 
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Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 22.40 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 64.00 
Services 
Total Hours: 408.80 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
10/31 /13 Copying 
10/31/13 Computer Assisted Legal Research 
10/17/13 Experts - Averti Fraud Solutions Forensic 
Services from April 1 - October 11 , 2012 
10/17 /13 Experts - Coles Reinstein For Accounting & 
Consulting Services Rendered September 6 
through September 17, 2013 
10/22/13 Client Charges - Streamline Imaging Labor to 
Convert Files, Litigation Scanning, Creation of 
CDs, etc. 
10/22/13 Meals - SHERRYL MONTOSA Lunch for 
Deposition Preparation Group on 10/16/13: J. 
Richards, D. McClure, D. Reinstein, M. Clark, S. 
Wieland, and S. Montosa 
10/24/13 Client Charges 
10/24/13 Experts - Accounting Services Rendered 
10/24/13 Meals - Steven Wieland Reimbursement for 
Food/Beverages during document production with 
J. Richards and D. McClure and S. Wieland 
10/31/13 Meals - SHERRYL MONTOSA ANDY'S DELI -
Lunch for Deposition Preparation Group: J. 
Richards,: D. McClure; S. Wieland; M. Clark, S. 









































Total Due This Invoice: 
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Date Outstanding Invoice No. 














Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 12/08/13 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-4 7 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
$128,286.22 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 
your financial institution. 
-r= ,f!,f2.)~ ' 
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Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 





Merlyn W. Clark 
e December 10, 2013 e Invoice No.: 275253 





REVIEW) and enter key data from 
documents (date, doc type, description) 
into database to assist with attorney 
review and creation of privilege log in 
preparation of upcoming productions. 





Work on assembling exhibits and on the 
deposition outline for deposition of Gene 
Watkins; review e-mails pertaining to 
check signing authority. $ 
Continue to prepare for depositions of 
Defendants. 
Assist M. Clark prepare for Gene's 
deposition; assemble documents for 
deposition; telephone call with D. McClure 
re preparing for Don's and Brian's 
depositions; e-mail litigation team re 
Denise's role in preparing for Don's and 
Brian's depositions. 
8.00 $2,400.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of 






$165.00 Assist M. Clark in preparing for Deposition 
of Gene Watkins; edit and revise Second 
Order Setting Proceedings and Trial and 
the Second Stipulation re Rescheduling 
Trial Setting. 
$907.50 Attend deposition of Gene Watkins. 
$190.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (JACE PRIV 
REVIEW) and enter key data from 
documents (date, doc type, description) 
into database to assist with attorney 
review and creation of privilege log in 
preparation of upcoming productions. 
Query databases, search for 
emails/documents per M. Clark. Create 
index of documents not yet in any 
database for attorney review. 
$195.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identify documents 
containing information requested by 
attorney, and designate relevant 
documents for attorney review (1.2). 
Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition of A. D. Watkins by 
compiling/organizing documents 
containing information requested by 
attorney (1.1 ). 
8.30 $2,490.00 Exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
December 10, 2013 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 275253 
For services through 11/30/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
11/1/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
11/1/13 Steven Wieland 
11/1/13 Christian Wamhoff 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
7.50 $2,250.00 Continue to prepare for depositions; meet 
with Jace Richards and Denise McClure to 





~ i/£0 tJQ 
3.80 $627.00 Prepare for and participate in meeting with ~ ...)OC,, oo 
M. Clark, J. Richards, and D. McClure re 3 
issues for deposition of Gene Watkins. 
.70 $70.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (JACE PRIV 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date ( or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
11/5/13 Steven Wieland 
11/5/13 Christian Wamhoff 
11/5/13 Kyle Millard 
11/6/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
e December 10, 2013 e Invoice No.: 275253 





deposition witness binders for Don 
Watkins and Steve Neighbors; meet with 
Dennis Reinstein re the scope of his 
engagement; exchange e-mails with D. 
McClure re the scope of her engagement; 
draft letter to the Court with the Second 
Stipulation and Order Resetting the Trial 
and Pre-Trial Schedule; continue to 
prepare for depositions. 
Work on review of Don's materials in ;,; 
anticipation of Don's deposition I,, 
preparation and the depositions of Brian .:3 
and Robynlee; participate in meeting 
between M. Clark and D. Reinstein. 
$240.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (JACE PRIV 
REVIEW) and enter key data from 
documents (date, doc type, from, to, 
description) into database to assist with 
attorney review and continue privilege log 
in preparation of upcoming productions. 
$518.50 Coordinate document processing with 
litigation support vendor (DONW 
Document collection) (.5); Review-
documents contained in electronic Ji 
document databases, identify documents j 
containing information requested by 3 
attorney (contracts and supporting 
documents), and provide relevant 
documents to attorney for review (1.9); 
Assist with preparation for upcoming 
deposition of S. Neighbors by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
document database, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and 
compiling/organizing relevant documents 
for attorney review (3.7). 
10.50 $3, 150.00 Continue to prepare for depositions of Don 
Watkins and Steve Neighbors; continue to 
prepare to depose Brian Watkins; 1 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re ~(o 6 zS,ol 
discovery issues; confer with Denise 
McClure re her findings on certain issues 
and the scope of her engagement; receipt 
and review documents received from Jace 
Richards and Denise McClure; exchange 
e-mails and telephone calls with Steve 
Neighbors re the scope of engagements 
for the expert witnesses and the strategies 
for prosecuting the case; receipt and 
review Notice of Deposition for Don 
Watkins; draft e-mail to counsel for 
defendants objecting to the deposition 
notice for Don Watkins; exchange e-mails 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
with K. Dinius agreeing to the schedule for 
Don Watkins depositions. 
11/6/13 Steven Wieland 4.80 $672.00 Participate in meeting with M. Clark and D. 
McClure re narrowing of issues for trial 
and preparing for Don's and Brian's 
depositions; review documents in 
preparation for Don's and Brian's 
depositions; work with M. Clark re same. 
11/6/13 Christian Wamhoff 1.90 $190.00 Query databases and search for client 
documents to confirm they are in a 
database. 
11/6/13 Kyle Millard 6.30 $535.50 Receive and review documents processed 
by litigation support vendor (DONW Bates 
Prefix) and load same into electronic 
document database in preparation for 
further document review and database 
query (2.8); Receive, review and 
electronically process additional 
documents and add same to electronic 
document database in preparation for 
review and production (2.5); Prepare pdf 
collections of recently processed 
document collections (DONW Bates) and 
transmit same to J. Richards and D. 
McClure for review (1). 
11/7/13 Merlyn W. Clark 9.50 $2,850.00 Meet with Mr and Mrs Don Watkins at the 
SOS office in Meridian to prepare for 
Don's deposition; continue to review %.. 
t L-l 12~. uC documents and information from Denise / 
McClure to prepare for Brian's deposition; ~ 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
discovery matters; confer with Steve 
Wieland re preparing an objection to the 
Notice of Deposition for Don Watkins. 
11/7/13 Steven Wieland 7.20 $1,008.00 Prepare for, travel to, and participate in Ji. ~oL.\. oo 
meeting with Don and Stella to prepare 
Don for the deposition; draft the Objection 'Z-
to Doug's Notice of Deposition. 
11/7/13 Kyle Millard .20 $17.00 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
containing information requested by 
attorney, and compile/organize relevant 
documents and provide same to attorney 
for review. 
11/8/13 Merlyn W. Clark 8.40 $2,520.00 Meet with Don and Stella Watkins, Jace 
h ge.to I 00 Richards and Steve Neighbors to prepare for the depositions; receipt and review e-mails with Jace re excel files to be 
produced; continue to prepare for 
depositions. 
11/8/13 Steven Wieland 2.20 $308.00 Edit and revise Objections to Notices of 
~ r o;)... b~ Deposition of Don; draft, edit, and revise Objection to Notice of Deposition of S. 
Neighbors; assemble documents for 
Page 4 
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deposition of B. Watkins. 
11/8/13 Denise Heller .20 $24.00 Receive and review transcript of the 
deposition of G. Watkins, and prepare 
deposition log with same for file 
management (.2). 
11/8/13 Kyle Millard 2.40 $204.00 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database (BDW Database), 
identify documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and 
compile/organize hard copy of relevant 
documents for attorney review (1.8); 
Receive, review, and electronically 
process additional documents and add 
same to electronic document database in 
preparation for attorney review (DONW 
Bates Prefix) (.6). 
;i,;!S.oO 11/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark 10.70 $3,210.00 Continue to prepare for the depositions of 
Don Watkins and Brian Watkins. 
11/9/13 Steven Wieland 6.20 $868.00 Assist M. Clark with preparing for Brian 
deposition; locate and assemble 
deposition exhibits; review and incorporate 
deposition materials and analysis from D. 
McClure and J. Richards. 
11/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark 8.80 $2,640.00 Continue to prepare for the depositions of 
Brian and Robynlee Watkins. 
11/10/13 Steven Wieland 1.50 $210.00 Finish assembling documents and exhibits 
for Brian deposition; submit additional 
issues for the deposition outline to M. 
Clark. 
11/11/13 Merlyn W. Clark 11.70 . $3,510.00 Attend the deposition of Don Watkins; take 
:i';ia,oo the deposition of Brian Watkins; continue to prepare for the deposition of Brian 
Watkins; exchange e-mails with K. Dinius 
re vacating the deposition of Steve 
Neighbors and issues affecting settlement. 
11/11/13 Steven Wieland 8.20 $1,148.00 Assist with preparations for first day of 
Brian deposition; attend deposition; 
participate in recap meeting to outline 
11/11/13 Denise Heller 1.10 $132.00 Draft correspondence to W. Tharp, K. 
Dinius and E. Schiller re Crandall 
Swenson Gleason & Wadsworth 
documents produced pursuant to 
Subpoena; draft correspondence to D. 
McClure re Crandall Swenson Gleason & 
Wadsworth documents produced pursuant 
to Subpoena; revise records log with same 
for file management. 
11/11/13 Kyte Millard 3.40 $289.00 Compile/organize documents and save 
same to disc in preparation for production 
(CSGW Bates Prefix) (2.8); Assist with 
preparation for upcoming depositions of 
Doug and Virginia Watkins by reviewing 
documents contained in electronic 
Pages 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and 
compiling/organizing relevant documents 
for attorney review (.6). 
11/12/13 Merlyn W. Clark 11.70 $3,510.00 Attend the deposition of Don Watkins; take ~ 
~8':), oO the deposition of Brian Watkins; continue ~ 
to prepare for the deposition of Brian 
Watkins; draft e-mails to Alan Bosche re 
vacating the depositions of George and 
Sharon Wadsworth. 
11/12/13 Steven Wieland 8.10 $1,134.00 Prepare for and attend deposition of Brian 
Watkins; meet with litigation team re 
issues for deposition. 
11/12/13 Christian Wamhoff 2.90 $290.00 Review and analyze first chunk of 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (CSGW) and enter 
key data from documents (date, doc type, 
from, to, description) into database to 
assist with expert review. 
11/12/13 Kyle Millard 2.40 $204.00 Assist with preparation for upcoming 
depositions of Doug and Virginia Watkins 
by reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and 
compiling/organizing relevant documents 
for attorney review (2.4). 
11/13/13 Merlyn W. Clark 10.50 $3,150.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of ~ s'7S,oo Don Watkins; take the deposition of Brian 
Watkins; continue to prepare for the 
deposition of Brian Watkins. 
11/13/13 Steven Wieland 6.40 $896.00 Meet with litigation team re trial issues; 
attend deposition of Brian Watkins. 
11/13/13 Kyle Millard 1.00 $85.00 Assist with preparation for upcoming 
1m% 0..J-11'.1 
depositions of Doug and Virginia Watkins 
by reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifying 
documents containing information ~~.oO 
specified by attorney, and 
compiling/organizing relevant documents 
for attorney review (1 ). 
11/14/13 Merlyn W. Clark 8.70 $2,610.00 Continue to prepare for Brian Watkins 
deposition; attend Don Watkins 
4 Deposition; continue taking Brian Watkins Deposition; telephone call with Don Watkins re Brian's Settlement Agreement; 
exchange e-mails with K. Dinius re tf3s.o<> 
vacating Virginia Watkins deposition and 
dictate Notice Vacating her deposition. 
11/14/13 Steven Wieland .60 $84.00 Begin drafting letter to qlients re 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
11/14/13 Steven Wieland 
11/14/13 Chris B. Green 
11/14/13 Kyle Millard 
11 /15/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
11 /15/13 Steven Wieland 
11/15/13 Christian Wamhoff 
11/15/13 Kyle Millard 
11/16/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
e December 10, 2013 e Invoice No.: 275253 




$798.00 Attend final day of deposition of Brian 
Watkins; confer with litigation team re 
action items and next steps for discovery. 
$60.00 Conference with J. Richards; e-mail 
correspondence with title company to 
obtain copy of recorded Watkins 
mortgage. 
$127.50 Assist with preparation for upcoming 
depositions of Doug and Virginia Watkins / .Az 
by reviewing documents contained in / OL/ 
electronic document databases, identifying if!:) 
documents containing information I i.'l , ':, 0 
specified by attorney, and 
compiling/organizing relevant documents 
for attorney review (1.5). 
6.80 $2,040.00 Receipt and review deposition notes from 
J. Richards for Don's Deposition and 
Brian's Deposition; receipt and review the 





J. Richards; receipt and review analysis of -,.; C)' 0 · · 
check signatures for access, Barritz, Zions 
and F & M Accounts; exchange e-mails 
with D. McClure re calculations of real 
estate contracts balances; conijnue 
preparing for the deposition of Doug 
Watkins. 
$168.00 Work with K. Millard and D. McClure on 
database management, production, and 
bates stamp issues. 
$400.00 Assist with preparation for upcoming 
deposition of (George & Sharon 
Wadsworth) by reviewing documents 
contained in electronic document 
databases, identifying documents 
containing information specified by 
attorney, and preparing relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
$374.00 Assist with preparation for upcoming 
depositions of Doug and Virginia Watkins 
by reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and 
compiling/organizing relevant documents 
for attorney review (3.4); Telephone call 
with D. McClure and S. Wieland regarding 
support documents needed for Ms. 
McClure's analysis {1 ). 
$1,950.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of 
Doug Watkins; exchange e-mails with D. 
McClure re schedules of payments to 
Doug Watkins and related issues; review 
Doug Watkins deposition exhibits. 
Page 7 
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11/18/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
11/18/13 Steven Wieland 
11/18/13 Christian Wamhoff 
11 /18/13 Kyle Millard 
11 /19/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
e December 10, 2013 e Invoice No.: 275253 




$2,310.00 Continue to review documents and 
prepare for the deposition of Doug A 
Watkins; study the deposition exhibits; · 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re '.-:Z, 
preparing for Doug's deposition; search for / 
default notices to Doug and Brian; confer 
with S. Wieland re discovery issues; 
search for Eugene Watkins financial 
statements; confer with S. Wieland re 
supplementing Don Watkins discovery 
responses; receipt and review e-mail form 
J. Richards with Attachments of the default 
Notice to Eugene. 
$630.00 Locate and identify various documents to 
assist M. Clark in preparing for Doug's 
deposition; work on Supplemental 
Responses to Brian D. Watkins's First Set 
of Discovery Requests; telephone 
conference with D. McClure re same. 
$480.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
// -1 10. e;c) 
/3'-· 
upcoming deposition of (George & Sharon A 
Wadsworth) by reviewing documents , ,z. 
contained in electronic document _./ 
databases, identifying documents 
containing information specified by 
attorney, and preparing relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
7.00 $595.00 Assist with preparation for upcoming 
depositions of Doug and Virginia Watkins 
by reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifying 
documents containing information i 
specified by attorney, and /;!_ / ,-.,q_ 'i. ~j 
compiling/organizing relevantdocuments "'- ;;;J-
for attorney review (3.5); Compile/organize 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (lnslee Best Support Documents) 
and transmit same to expert for review 
(2.5); Load OCR into electronic document 
database (BOW database) and perform 
database maintenance to ensure accurate 
queries (.8); Query electronic document 
databases, locate document requested by 
attorney, and provide document to 
attorney for review (.2). 
7.90 $2,370.00 Receipt and review Don Watkins financial 
statements; trace the devolution of Don's Ji, 
assets from 1996 to 2009; exchange e- 0 
mails with D. McClure and Jace Richards 3 f?'tO 1 0 
re Don's assets and Doug Watkins' 
Deposition; continue to prepare for Doug 
Watkins deposition; continue to review 
claims and elements of proofs review 
lnslee Best Payments and evidence to 
support claim of loss; receipt and review 
Doug's payments from Don's accounts; 
Page 8 
001459
·File No.': 44787-0001 e December 10, 2013 e Invoice No.: 275253 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services . 
review title search results for Don's 
properties. 
11/19/13 Steven Wieland 6.10 $854.00 Work on First Supplemental Response to 
Brian's First Set of Discovery Requests; 
review and analyze 2004 nursing home 
sale documents; begin drafting proof 
outline of specific claims for trial; work with 
K. Millard on identifying bates stamps 
material for certain transactions related to 
Don's advances before the 2004 nursing 
home transaction. 
11/19/13 Kyle Millard 6.50 $552.50 Assist with upcoming depositions of Doug 
and Virginia Watkins by compiling hard 
copy of relevant documents contained in 
electronic document database into 
notebooks, and provide notebooks to _g_ .,;,'7b , (JO 
attorney for review (1.9); Compile hard 
copy of documents obtained from Crandall :Z-
Swenson Gleason & Wadsworth into 
notebooks and provide same to attorney 
for review (3); Review documents 
contained in electronic document 
database, identify documents requested 
by expert D. McClure, and designate 
relevant documents for expert review (1.6). 
11/20/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,040.00 Exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
Don's deposition in the Utah divorce; ~ 
(o~t 00 receipt and review e-mail from J. Richards 
with documents from Don; exchange e- ~ 
mails with D. McClure re various issues 
and the Doug Watkins deposition topics; 
exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
deposition of Doug Watkins; continue to 
prepare for the Doug Watkins deposition. 
11/20/13 Steven Wieland 3.00 $420.00 Finish initial draft of interrogatory 
responses to Brian's First Set of Discovery 
Requests; work with D. Heller on 
assembling materials for next round of 
production; begin review of documents 
obtained since the previous round of 
production. 
11/20/13 Kyle Millard 6.10 $518.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
requested by expert D. McClure (account 
statements), and designate relevant 
documents for production to expert for 
review (6.1 ). 
11/21/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,040.00 Exchange e-mails and telephone call with 
Bill Tharp re depositions; continue to trace 
Don's properties and e-mail Jace Richards 
for information about some of the transfers 
of Don's properties; continue to review 
documents and prepare for depositions. 




"File No:: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
11 /21 /13 Christian Warn hoff 3.60 
11/21/13 Kyle Millard 6.70 
11/22/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.20 
11/22/13 Steven Wieland 2.70 
11/22/13 Kyle Millard 4.00 
11/23/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.70 
11/25/13 Merlyn W. Clark 7.20 
11 /25/13 Steven Wieland 4.40 
December 10, 2013 e Invoice No.: 275253 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
Responses to Brian's Interrogatories; draft 
First Supplemental Responses to Brian's 
Requests for Production of Documents; e-
mail litigation team and D. McClure 
separately re items needed for 
supplemental discovery responses. 
$360.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
$569.50 
upcoming deposition of (George & Sharon~ () O 
Wadsworth) by reviewing documents / ~ \ l')O, 
contained in electronic document 3 
databases, identifying documents 
containing information specified by 
attorney, and preparing relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
Finish compiling/organizing documents 8 received from Crandall Swenson Gleason / / & Wadsworth into notebooks, and provide \ 
same to attorney for review (.5); Continue ..-z 
to review documents contained in .,/ 
electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements), and 
designate relevant documents for 
production to expert for review (6.2). 
$960.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp and 
exchange e-mails with counsel re resetting 
the deposition of Doug Watkins; e-mails 
with B. Tharp re court reporter fees for 
video taping Don Watkins deposition; 
exchange e-mails with D. McClure and J. 
Richards re rescheduling the strategy 
meeting; continue to review documents 
and records produced by Crandell 
Swenson firm. 
$378.00 Work on reviewing documents in advance 
of Doug Watkins' deposition; work on 




Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements), and 
designate relevant documents for 
production to expert for review (4). 
Continue to review documents produced $ 
by Crandell Swenson firm; continue to / 00 h . 
prepare for Doug Watkins deposition. \ 1 I Do , () 0 
Receipt and review voice mail from Don 
Watkins; draft e-mail to Jace Richards re 
voicemail from Don; telephone call with 
Jace Richards re new documents from 
Don; dictate letter to Don re duty to 
produce relevant documents; receipt and 
begin review of Don's Quicken file. 
$616.00 Work on master timeline; review 
Page 10 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
11/25/13 Kyle Millard 
11/26/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
11/26/13 Steven Wieland 
11/26/13 Kyle Millard 
11/27/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
11/27/13 Steven Wieland 
11 /27 /13 Kyle Millard 
11/30/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
Summary of Legal Services Tltle 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steven Wieland Associate 
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documents in DONW database; work with 
staff to receive additional materials from 
client. 
Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements), and 
designate relevant documents for 
production to expert for review (5.1 ). 
Continue to review documents and 
prepare for the deposition of Doug 
Watkins. 
Conduct document review of materials in //~~ 
preparation for Doug's deposition; work on/ ~-
master case timeline. 'i ~ , C, Q 
Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements), designate 
relevant documents for production to 
expert, and begin drafting index of account 
statements for expert review (6.3). 
Continue to review documents and ~ 
prepare fro the deposition of Doug j "70 
Watkins; receipt and review Jace's U/,/ 6 
comments and suggestions and add them . O 
to the questions for Doug Watkins; draft e- \ I eo Q t " 
mail to J. Richards re reviewing Don's 
recent production of personal financial 
files. 
$518.00 Work on review of documents received 
since the previous production of materials 
to opposing parties. 
1.10 $93.50 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements), designate 
relevant documents for production to 
expert, and continue drafting index of 
account statements for expert review (1.1 ). 
6.00 $1,800.00 Receipt and review additional financial 
records from Don Watkins; exchange e-
mails with Jace Richards re Don's newest 
production of financial records; review the 
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Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Steven Wieland Associate 87.70 $140.00 $12,278.00 
Chris B. Green Paralegal .40 $150.00 $60.00 
Services 
Denise Heller Paralegal 1.30 $120.00 $156.00 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 22.20 $100.00 $2,220.00 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 72.80 $85.00 $6,188.00 
Services 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 412.10 Services: $86,255.50 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
11/30/13 Copying 6492 $1,168.56 
11/30/13 Computer Assisted Legal Research 1 $12.32 
10/31/13 Other Professionals - Coles Reinstein 1 $1,858.50 
Professional services rendered 10/17 /13 
11/12/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $798.61 X ,;,bb, 20 Service, Inc Original and one 
transcript/attendance fee 11! ,,,... 
11/21/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $235.85 V? 
Service, Inc Deposition Transcript of Arthur 
Donald Watkins on 11/11/13 
11/21/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $262.03 y7 i 'l . '?>..\ 
Service, Inc Deposition Transcript of Arthur 
Donald Watkins on 11/12/13 
11/22/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $749.12 73 ~t.t'f,7l 
Service, Inc Deposition Transcript of Brian D. 
Watkins on 11 /11 /13 Y-3 ;u12, 20 11/22/13 . Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $726.61 
Service, Inc Deposition Transcript of Brian D. 
Watkins on 11 /12/13 
11/26/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $248.20 /j ~. l. ?3 
Service, Inc Desposition Transcipts - Brian & 
Arthur Watkins 5060085 
1f:2,6~ 11/26/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $638.06 1$ 
Service, Inc Desposition Transcipts - Brian & 
Arthur Watkins 5059785 
Y~ 11/26/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $241.31 ~o. ~t~ Service, Inc Desposition Transcipts - Brian & 
Arthur Watkins 5059885 
11/26/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 $839.31 A ~ 1Cf ,1~ Service, Inc Desposition Transcipts - Brian & 
Arthur Watkins 5059085 
I '5 i 'b-8 \ 11/27/13 Client Charges -AT&T Teleconference Services 1 $153.39 
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Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 





















Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 01/09/14 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 





When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 
your financial institution. 
F~, s Tt) ~' cJ, : 







u,HAWLEYe rl TROXELL 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
January 31, 2014 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 277734 
For services through 12/31/13 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
12/2/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
12/2/13 Steven Wieland 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
3. 70 $1,110.00 Receipt and review e-mail from D. 
4.60 
McClure re her analysis of Don's Quicken 
file; telephone call with Don Watkins re 
additional financial rec.ords and related 
issues; telephone call with Bill Tharp re 
Plaintiff's MSJ; confer with S. Wieland re 
obtaining records of sale of D Bar W land 
to City of Boise, draft e-mail to Jace 
Richards; continue reviewing documents 
produced by the Crandall firm. 
$644.00 Work on review of documents produced by 
subpoena to Crandall Swenson Gleason & 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Wadsworth; finish review of documents in 
preparation for deposition of Doug 
Watkins. 
12/2/13 Christian Wamhoff 2.90 $290.00 Query databases and search for balance 
ft-11.J~ sheets and financial statements for 
Eugene Watkins and Doug Watkins. Tag 
relevant documents for attorney review. 
12/3/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.70 $810.00 Receipt and review closing state re sale of 
the Ranch; exchange e-mails with Jace 
Richards and S. Wieland re question 
whether D Bar W was ever incorporated; 
receipt and review Quickbooks files from 
Don re D Bar W payments to Don; review 
Brian's testimony that D Bar W account 
was not used for Barritz; continue to 
review documents produced. 
12/3/13 Steven Wieland 3.60 $504.00 Work on review of documents produced by 
Crandall Swenson Gleason & Wadsworth. 
12/3/13 Kyle Millard 5.10 $433.50 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements, tax returns, 
cancelled checks), designate relevant 
documents for production to expert, and 
continue drafting index of relevant 
documents for expert review (5.1 ). 
12/4/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.80 $1,140.00 Telephone call with Don Watkins re D Bar 
W; receipt and review e-mails and 
documents re D Bar W; confer with S. 
Wieland re request for search of State 
Brand Records for D Bar W; receipt and 
review invoice from Streamline Imaging; 
receipt and review e-mail from Secretary 
of State's Office re D Bar W; receipt and 
review e-mails re Cattle, Inc., D Bar Wand 
production of documents by Brian Watkins; 
continue to review documents and prepare 
for depositions. 
12/4/13 Steven Wieland 1.50 $210.00 Work on review of documents received 
from Crandall Swenson Gleason & 
Wadsworth. 
12/4/13 Denise Heller 2.50 $300.00 Download ASCII depositions transcripts of 
D. Watkins, 8. Watkins and E. Watkins, 
and revise deposition log with same for file 
management; telephone conference with 
M&M Court Reporting re ASCII transcripts 
for Volumes Ill and IV of D. Watkins 
depositions; e-mails from/to M&M Court 
Reporting re same; import ASCII 
depositions transcripts into T extMap to 
assist attorneys with review and in 
preparation of upcoming depositions and 
future discovery. 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
for balance sheets and financial 
statements for Eugene Watkins and Doug 
Watkins. Print relevant documents and 
organize to assist with attorney review. 
12/4/13 Kyle Millard 3.80 $323.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements, tax returns, 
cancelled checks), designate relevant 
documents for production to expert, and 
continue drafting index of relevant 
documents for expert review (3.8). 
12/5/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.50 $1,050.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re discovery 
issues; confer with Steve Wieland re 
results of search for brand records for D 
Bar W; exchange e-mails with J. Richards; 
Receipt and REview response from State 
Brand REcorder re D Bar W Brand; 
continue review of documents produced 
by Crandall firm and prepare for 
depositions. 
12/5/13 Steven Wieland 4.90 $686.00 Finish review of Crandall Swenson 
Gleason & Wadsworth documents; begin 
process of analyzing pertinent materials 
and incorporating same into case timeline. 
12/5/13 Christian Wamhoff 2.40 $240.00 Query databases and continue to search 
for client documents and confirm all 
documents indexed on 10.26.13 email are 
in a database. Flag documents not 
currently in any databases for attorney 
review. 
12/5/13 Kyle Millard 3.80 $323.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements, tax returns, 
cancelled checks), designate relevant 
documents for production to expert, and 
continue drafting index of relevant 
documents for expert review (3.8). 
12/6/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.80 $1,140.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of /c)~z Doug Watkins; receipt and review records of Secretary of State re Cattle, Inc., and 
documents in the data base for Cattle, Inc; 
telephone call with Don Watkins re D Bar fl L/0 
W and Cattle, Inc.; exchange e-mails with 
Jace Richards re D Bar W and Cattle, Inc. 
12/6/13 Steven Wieland 5.50 $770.00 Identify exhibits related to Doug's various . 
business entities; continue incorporating ,h-
documents from Crandall Swenson 
Gleason and Wadsworth into case "2--
timeline; submit additional information 
request to the Idaho Brand Recorder. ?,. '2>~ 
12/6/13 Kyle Millard 5.20 $442.00 Search documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
containing information requested by 
attorney, and provide relevant documents 
to attorney for review (1.7); Continue to 
review documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
requested by expert D. McClure (account 
statements, tax returns, cancelled checks), 
designate relevant documents for 
production to expert, and continue drafting 
index of relevant documents for expert 
review (3.5). 
12/7/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.30 $990.00 Continue review of Crandall firm 
documents; continue preparing for 
depositions; receipt and review secretary 
of state records for Cattle, Inc; review laws 
relating to brands; exchange e-mail with 
Jace and draft an e-mail to Tharp re items 
to be produced by Brian from his 
deposition. 
12/8/13 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $1,980.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of 
ja)t Doug Watkins, exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re issues relating to Doug's 
Brand and Cattle, Inc.; receipt and review 
Cattle, Inc. tax returns. /q 'i,0 
12/9/13 Merlyn W. Clark 3.10 $930.00 Continue to prepare exhibits to be used :t 
during the deposition of Doug Watkins; /~t!) . 
receipt and review Locust Grove ~ 
documents; exchange ·e-mails with Jace q 
Richards re deposition of Doug Watkins. '; 0 
12/9/13 Steven Wieland 5.50 $770.00 ldenttty and assemble exhibits in t, 
preparation for deposition of Doug 
Watkins;_ work with M: Clark on _depositio~ t!:? fc 
preparation; work on incorporating '7 0 
documents from Crandall Swenson 
Gleason & Wadsworth into case timeline. 
12/9/13 Kyle Millard 3.00 $255.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents requested by expert D. 
McClure (account statements, tax returns, 
cancelled checks), designate relevant 
documents for production to expert, and 
continue drafting index of relevant 
documents for expert review (3). 
12/10/13 Merlyn W. Clark 9.50 $2,850.00 Prepare for deposition of Doug Watkins; '!!Vj 
receipt and review e-mails from Jace }t. 
Richards with suggested topics and 
questions for Doug Watkins; meet with Li 
Jace Richards to prepare for Doug _ $ 0 
Watkins Deposition; conduct the 
deposition of Doug Watkins; telephone call 
to Don Watkins re questions relating to his 
deposition. 
12/10/13 Steven Wieland .80 $112.00 Finish integrating documents from 
Crandall Swenson Gleason & Wadsworth 
Page4 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
into case timeline. 
12/10/13 Kyle Millard 5.40 $459.00 Receive, review and electronically process 
documents and add same to electronic 
document database in preparation for 
document review and production (DONW 
Bates Prefix) (1.9); Search records 
contained in electronic document 
databases for documents containing 
information specified by attorney (balance 
sheets) and provide relevant documents to 
attorney for review (2.5); Review 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW database) 
and identify potentially privileged 
documents (1 ). 
12/11/13 Merlyn W. Clark 2.70 $810.00 Telephone calls with Don Watkins re his 
depositions transcripts; telephone call with 
Don Watkins re the 2003 Settlement and 
Release Agreement; receipt and review 
copies of brand cards for Cattle, Inc. and 
Doug Watkins; confer with S. Wieland re 
preparation for the team meeting and need 
fore proof plans for each claim; begin 
preparing for the team meeting. 
12/11/13 Steven Wieland .70 $98.00 Receipt of materials from State Brand 
Recorder; work with staff to integrate same 
into database; review discovery 
documents in advance of upcoming 
discovery meeting with M. Clark and J. 
Richards. 
12/11/13 Kyle Millard 5.50 $467.50 Receive, review and electronically process 
additional documents and add same to 
electronic document database for attorney 
review (DONW Bates) (2.4); Continue to 
review documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW database) 
and identify potentially privileged 
documents (3.1 ). 
12/12/13 Merlyn W. Clark 1.20 $360.00 Telephone calls with Don Watkins re ;;_ 
Doug's deposition and related matters; 
receipt and review e-mails from S. Wieland 3 ('20 
re preparing for the meeting to prepare 
further discovery; prepare for the meeting. 
12/12/13 Steven Wieland 4.20 $588.00 Review discovery requests and identify 
t needed areas for further supplementation I Cf~ as well as identifying outstanding discovery documents submitted to other 
parties; prepare for discovery meeting with 
M. Clark and J. Richards; begin review of 
deposition transcript of Don Watkins. 
12/12/13 Kyle Millard 2.70 $229.50 Receive, review and electronically process 
documents and add same to electronic 
document database in preparation for 
attorney review (BRAND Bates Prefix) (.9); 
Page 5 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
12/13/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
12/13/13 Steven Wieland 
12/13/13 Christian Wamhoff 
12/13/13 Kyle Millard 
12/16/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
12/16/13 Steven Wieland 
12/17/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
12/17/13 Steve Smith 
12/17/13 Steven Wieland 
12/17/13 Kyle Millard 
12/18/13 Merlyn W. Clark 
12/18/13 Steven Wieland 
12/19/13 Steven Wieland 
12/19/13 Kyle Millard 
Hours 
January 31, 2014 e Invoice No.: 277734 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database (DONW 
database) and identify potentially 
privileged documents (1.8). 
5. 70 $1,710.00 Meeting with Jace Richards and Steve 
Wieland re discovery matters; continue to 
work on discovery. 




J. Richards and M. Clark to work through 
discovery issues. 
$330.00 Organize and export reviewed documents 
from Jace Priv Review database per 
attorney designations to server in 
preparation to add to DONW database for 
supplemental production. 
$340.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database (DONW 
Database) and identify potentially 
privileged documents (2.7); Receive, 
review and electronically process 
documents and add same to electronic 
document database for attorney review 
and document production (1.3). 
$510.00 Telephone call with Denise McClure re 
preparing for the team meeting; review file 
documents to prepare for the team 
meeting . 
. 30 $42.00 Review of e-mails amongst litigation team 
re issues for trial. 
6.00 $1,800.00 Continue to prepare for the meeting with 
Watkins Team; participate in meeting with 
the Watkins Team. 











Compile list of potential claims against 
Watkins defendants; attend Watkins 
strategy meeting; work with D. McClure to 
supplement discovery responses to Brian 
and Doug. 
Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database (DONW 
Database) and identify potentially 
privileged documents (2). ){_ 5 
Continue to prepare for depositions of t 2- '1 '\ 
Brian and Doug Watkins. _ ~ 
Review and analyze deposition transcript / ~ ~ .L J j 
of Doug Watkins. -,u-, 
$280.00 Work on reviewing deposition transcript of 
8. Watkins. 
$314.50 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database (DONW 
Page 6 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Database) and identify potentially 
privileged documents (3.7). 
12/23/13 Steven Wieland .40 $56.00 E-mail exchange with K. Millard and D . 
McClure re indexing bank accounts and 
other financial records for D. McClure. 
12/26/13 Kyle Millard .80 $68.00 Receive, review and electronically process 
documents and load same into electronic 
document database (DONW database) in 
preparation for attorney document review 
and document production (.8). 
12/26/13 Kyle Millard .90 $76.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
containing information requested by 
expert, designate relevant documents for 
expert review (.9). 
12/27/13 Kyle Millard 2.70 $229.50 Receive, review, and electronically 
process documents and add same to 
electronic document databases (DONW 
and BOW HT Databases) in preparation 
for attorney document review and 
document production (2.3); Continue to 
review documents contained in electronic 
document databases, identify documents 
containing information requested by 
expert, and designate relevant documents 
for expert review (.4). 
12/30/13 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 E-mail exchanges with D. McClure and 
support staff re locating and providing 
bank records from Brian Watkins's 
produced documents. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 60.60 $300.00 $18,180.00 
Steve Smith Attorney 3.00 $230.00 $690.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 48.90 $140.00 $6,846.00 
Denise Heller Paralegal 2.50 $120.00 $300.00 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 10.90 $100.00 $1,090.00 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 48.60 $85.00 $4,131.00 
Services 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 174.50 Services: $31,237.00 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
12/31/13 Copying 2940 $529.20 
Page 7 
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Disbursements and Other Charges 
Client Charges - M & M Court Reporting Service, 
Inc Watkins v. Watkins - Arthur Watkins 
Deposition (11/11/13) 
Client Charges - Streamline Imaging LLC 
Payment for Services Rendered - Scanning and 
bates numbering. 
12/6/13 Client Charges - Coles Reinstein Payment for 
meeting to discuss upcoming depositions and 
case development 
12/20/13 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 
Service, Inc Deposition Transcript of Arnold 
Douglas Watkins 
12/27/13 Client Charges - Streamline Imaging LLC 
Litigation/ document processing for SSMI/JLN on 
12/20/2013 
12/30/13 Meals -Wells Fargo Bank - Commercial Cards 
Lunch for Team Meeting re strategy for 
proceeding with Watkins Matter. J. Richards, D. 


















Total Due This Invoice: 













Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 03102/14 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
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File No.: 44787-0001 e January 31, 2014 e Invoice No.: 277734 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 





UJHAWLEY .£1 TROXELL 
e 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
February 24, 2014 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 278320 
For services through 01/31/14 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
1/2/14 Steven Wieland 





Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$756.00 Work on review and analysis of Deposition 
Transcript of Arthur Donald Watkins and 
Brian Watkins. 
$272.00 Review documents contained in electronic 
document databases (DONW, BOW, 
CSGW databases), identify documents 
requested by expert witness for review, 
and compile relevant documents in 
preparation for providing to expert for 
analysis. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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------=-= 
' e I . e I 
l 
File No.: 44787-0001 February 24, 2014 Invoice No.: 278320 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1/3/14 Steven Wieland 4.10 $574.00 Analyze and review Deposition Transcripts 
of Arthur Donald Watkins and Brian 
Watkins. 
1/3/14 Kyle Millard .60 $51.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document databases (DONW, 
BDW, CSGW databases), identify 
documents requested by expert witness 
for review, and compile relevant 
documents in preparation for providing to 
expert for analysis. 
1/6/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.70 $810.00 Receipt.and review documents produced 
i by Brian Watkins; receipt and review e- \~, mail from Denise McClure re documents from Brian Watkins; telephone call Bill 
Tharp re documents produced by Brian 
Watkins; resume preparing for depositions 
of Brian, Doug and Eugene Watkins. 
1/6/14 Steven Wieland 3.10 $434.00 Finish review and analysis of Deposition 
Transcript of Don Watkins; work on review 
and analysis of Deposition Transcript of 
Gene Watkins. 
1/6/14 Kyle Millard .60 $51.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document databases (DONW, 
BOW, CSGW databases), identify 
documents requested by expert witness 
for review, and compile relevant 
documents in preparation for providing to 
expert for analysis. 
1/7/14 Merlyn W. Clark 4.60 $1,380.00 Continue to review documents produced hq~o by the Wadsworth firm and work on the 
deposition questions for George 
Wadsworth. 
1/7/14 Steven Wieland 5.50 $770.00 Finish review and analysis of Deposition 
Transcript of Gene Watkins; work on 
drafting of Plaintiff's Supplemental 
Responses to B. Watkins's First Set of 
Discovery Requests; e-mail exchange with 
support staff and D. McClure re discovery 
issues. 
1/7/14 Kyle Millard 2.00 $170.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document databases (DONW, 
BOW, CSGW databases), identify 
documents requested by expert witness 
for review, and compile relevant 
documents in preparation for providing to 
expert for analysis. 
1/8/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.80 $1,740.00 Continue to review documents produced 
by Brian Watkins and Wadsworth and 
prepare for continuing the depositions of 
Brian Watkins and taking the deposition of 
George Wadsworth; confer with S. 
Wieland re status of written discovery with 
Defendants; exchange e-mails with J. 
Page 2 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Richards re scheduling. 
1/8/14 Steven Wieland 6.80 $952.00 Work on review and analysis of Deposition 
Transcript ofB. Watkins. 
1/8/14 Denise Heller .20 $24.00 Receive and review transcript of the 
deposition of D. Watkins, and revise 
deposition log with same for file 
management. 
1/8/14 Kyle Millard 1.30 $110.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database (BOW HT Database}, 
identify the source of documents 
contained in database, and create index of 
document sources (.8). Continue to 
review documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW database} 
and identify potentially privileged 
documents (.5). 
1/9/14 Steven Wieland 5.20 $728.00 Work on review and analysis of Deposition 
Transcript of Brian Watkins. 
1/9/14 Christian Wamhoff .40 $44.00 Electronically process JACE PRIV 
REVIEW database documents. 
1/10/14 Christian Wamhoff 4.00 $440.00 Continue to electronically process/source 
code JACE PRIV REVIEW database 
documents and add same to electronic 
document database (DONW} in 
preparation for future supplemental 
production. Code privilege status per 
attorney designations into Privilege filed in 
same database. 
1/10/14 Kyle Millard 4.70 $399.50 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document databases (DONW, 
BOW, CSGW databases}, identify 
documents requested by expert witness 
for review, and compile relevant 
documents in preparation for providing to 
expert for analysis. 
1/13/14 Steven Wieland 3.40 $476.00 Work on review and analysis of deposition 
transcript of Brian Watkins. 
?Of~ 1/14/14 Steven Wieland 2.20 $308.00 Finish review and analysis of deposition transcript of Douglas Watkins. 
1/14/14 Kyle Millard 4.90 $416.50 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document databases (DONW, 
BOW, CSGW databases}, identify 
documents requested by expert witness 
for review, and compile relevant 
documents in preparation for providing to 
expert for analysis. 
1/15/14 Steven Wieland 4.60 $644.00 Work on review and analysis of deposition 
transcript of Brian Watkins. 
1/15/14 Kyle Millard 1.50 $127.50 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document databases (DONW, 
BOW, CSGW databases}, identify 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
1/16/14 . Steven Wieland 
1/17/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
1/17/14 Steven Wieland 
1/17/14 Kyle Millard 
1/18/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
1/19/14 Steven Wieland 
1/20/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
1/20/14 Steven Wieland 
Hours 
2.10 
February 24, 2014 e Invoice No.: 278320 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
documents requested by expert witness 
for review, and compile relevant 
documents in preparation for providing to 
expert for analysis. 
$294.00 Finish review and analysis of deposition 
transcript of Brian Watkins. 
4.00 $1,200.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Wieland and J. 
Richards to schedule meeting to finish 
written discovery; review written discovery 
from Defendants and to Defendants; 
confer with S. Wieland re supplementing 
Plaintiff's discovery responses; continue to 
work on deposition questions for Brian 
Watkins. 
4.00 $560.00 Work on interrogatory section of Plaintiff's 
Supplemental Responses to Brian D. 
Watkins' First Set of Discovery Requests; 
review deeds and escrow statements 
relevant to the Swan Falls properties; e-
mail exchanges with J. Richards. 
2.80 $238.00 Prepare hyperlinked index of documents 
4.00 
2.90 
compiled for expert witness review, and 
save index and documents to disc in 
preparation for mailing to expert witness. 
$1,200.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards and S. 
$406.00 
Wieland; continue to work on deposition 
questions for Brian Watkins. 
Finish second draft of Supplemental 
Discovery Responses to Brian; began 
work on Supplemental Discovery 
Responses to Doug and Virginia; e-mail 
exchange with M. Clark and J. Richards re 
meeting on case status. 
6.60 $1,980.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards; review 
and edit draft of Plaintiff's Supplemental 
Responses to Brian Watkins' First Set of 
Discovery Requests and Arnold Douglas 
Watkins' First Set of Discovery Requests; 
receive and review e-mails from S. 
Wieland; receive and review S. Neighbors' 
suggested additions to the Supplemental 
Responses to Brian Watkins' First 
Discovery Requests; cont er with S. 
Wieland re vacating and withdrawing 
motion for additional interrogatories to 
Brian Watkins; exchange e-mails with S. 
Wieland and D. McClure re instruction not 
to destroy materials provided to McClure. 
7.70 $1,078.00 E-mail exchanges with S. Neighbors and 
D. McClwe re discovery supplementation; 
finish draft of Supplements to Doug's First 
Discovery Requests and Doug's Second 
and Fourth Requests for Production of 
Documents; review Idaho rules governing 
Page 4 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
1/21/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
1/21/14 Steven Wieland 
1/22/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
1/22/14 Steven Wieland 






February 24, 2014 e Invoice No.: 278320 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
subpoenas and meet with M. Clark re 
obtaining subpoenas against Prudential 
Financial and Washington Care Center; 
attempt to contact Washington Care 
Center; begin drafting Supplemental 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment; begin drafting 
Supplemental Declaration of S. Wieland in 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment; research Idaho rules of 
evidence re deposition transcripts. 
$810.00 Telephone conference with B. Tharp re 
message from B. Watkins; draft e-mail to 
J. Richards and S. Neighbors re message 
from B. Tharp; confer with S. Wieland re 
contacting Washington Care Center for 
information re payment history of WCS 
payments and the mortgage company re 
distribution of reserves; receive and review 
e-mail of S. Wieland to WCS; exchange e-
mails with S. Neighbors re settlement with 
Brian Watkins. 
$742.00 Review discovery responses from 
opposing parties as well as pleadings; 
review documents arising from 2004 
nursing home sale; work on draft of 
Supplemental Memorandum in Support of 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment; call 
and e-mail with G. Engelmann of 
Washington Care Services re providing 




Continue to review and edit draft of 
Plaintiff's Supplemental Responses to 
Brian WAtkins First Discovery Requests; 
confer with S. Wieland re Supplemental 
Responses; review legal research on issue 
whether trust defalcation is dischargeable 
in bankruptcy and confer with S. Wieland 
to obtain additional research on the issue; 
review statute and court decisions re 
exceptions to discharge in bankruptcy; 
review file documents to prepare for 
meeting with S. Neighbors and Jace 
Richards and prepare an agenda for the 
meeting. 
Continue work on Supplemental It 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for /i 
Partial Summary Judgment; conduct 
preliminary round of research into 
dischargeability of debts in bankruptcy 
obtained through fraud or breach of 
fiduciary duty; confer with M. Clark re 
same. 
6.00 $1,800.00 Continue to review discovery responses of / 4 ~ • 00 
Def end ants and prepare for meeting with / 5 
Page 5 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
S. Neighbors and Jace Richards; 
participate in meeting with S. Neighbors 
and Jace Richards; review financial 
statements of Defendants; Continue to 
review Documents and work on deposition 
preparation for George and Sharon 
Wadsworth. 
1/23/14 Steven Wieland 3.30 $462.00 Prepare for and participate in meeting with 
S. Neighbors, J. Richards, and M. Clark. 
1/24/14 Merlyn W. Clark 6.20 $1,860.00 Confer with S. Schwager re whether 
Bankruptcy Court will dismiss Brian's real 
estate contract debt if he files bankruptcy; 
Review bankruptcy code section 523 
exceptions to discharge and court 
decisions re fraud or defalcations of a 
person acting in a fiduciary capacity; 
Continue to prepare for the depositions of 
George and Sharon Wadsworth. 
1/24/14 Steven Wieland 1.00 $140.00 Research apparent authority for agents 
under Idaho law. 
1/25/14 Merlyn W. Clark 4.50 $1,350.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards and D. 
McClure re recalculation of real estate 
contacts obligations of Defendants; Draft 
e-mail to J. Richards, S. Neighbors and S. 
Wieland re whether Brian Watkins can 
discharge the Real Estate Contract debt if 
he files in bankruptcy; exchange e-mails 
with D. McClure re meeting; exchange e-
mails with S. Neighbors re bankruptcy 
issues; continue to review supplementary 
discovery responses of plaintiff. 
1/27/14 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $1,980.00 Continue to review and work on 
supplementing the plaintiffs' discovery z 
responses and the plaintiffs' privilege log; 
Receive and Review e-mail from D. v 
McClure re discovery supplementation 
responses to Brian and Doug's '3 '::, 0 
interrogatories and requests for 
admissions; Receipt and Review 
Calculations of real estate contract 
balances by S. Neighbors for Eugene, 
Doug and Brian Watkins; Continue to 
prepare for the Depositions of George and 
Sharon Wadsworth. 
1/27/14 Steven Wieland 6.10 $854.00 Work on apparent authority section of the i Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment; telephone conferences with D. McClure re S. 3'~~.6'1 
Neighbors's calculations of Nursing Home 
Contract balances and supplemental 
discovery responses to Doug and Brian; 
confer with M. Clark re methods for 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1/28/14 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $1,980.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re 
settlement issues relating to Brian 
%, "s".>D Watkins; begin reviewing deposition transcripts for Brian, Doug and Eugene for issues and testimony to cover with George 
and Sharon Wadsworth in their 
depositions and for follow up with Brian, 
Doug and Eugene Watkins in future 
depositions. 
Y34·'-1 1/28/14 Steven Wieland .10 $14.00 Receipt of Nursing Home real estate 
contracts outstanding balance calculations 
from S. Neighbors. 
1/28/14 Christian Wamhoff 2.30 $253.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (DONW) 
and enter key data from documents into 
database in preparation for database 
query and review. 
1/29/14 Merlyn W. Clark 7.00 $2,100.00 Study the bankruptcy court dockets 
relating to the Gregory Bankruptcy and the 
related docket for the Trustee's action to 
vacate Gregory's discharge; exchange e-
mails with Jace Richards re bankruptcy 
issues and the Gregory bankruptcy 
referenced by Steve Neighbors; research 
U.S. Bankruptcy Code re Exceptions to 
Discharge in Bankruptcy and grounds for 
dismissal of a bankruptcy petition; draft e-
mail to Jace Richards and S. Wieland re 
bankruptcy laws relating to exceptions to 
discharge and grounds for dismissing a 
bankruptcy; continue to prepare questions 
for George and Sharon's depositions. 
1/29/14 Steven Wieland .70 $98.00 Review e-mail exchanges between M. 
Clark and J. Richards re discharging debts 
in bankruptcy when the debtor is liable for 
fraud. 
1/29/14 Denise Heller .70 $84.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database BDW and 
enter key data from documents into 
database in preparation for database 
query and review. 
1/29/14 Christian Wamhoff 5.50 $605.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
1/29/14 Kyle Millard 1.30 $110.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW Database); 
identify documents received from Zion's 
Bank and electronically process/source 
code documents in preparation for 
production (ZB Bates Prefix). 
Page 7 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1/30/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.50 $1,650.00 Receipt and review Trustee's Final Report 
and Court Order Approving Final Report 
and Discharge of Gregory Bankruptcy 
proceeding; review financial statements 
and related financial information for Brian, 
Doug and Eugene and draft offers of 
settlement to their respective attorneys; 
prepare packets of financial statements for 
Brian, Doug and Eugene to prepare for the 
conference with J. Richards, S. Neighbors, 
D. McClure and S. Wieland on Friday. 
1/30/14 Steven Wieland 3.50 $490.00 Edit and revise Supplemental Responses 
' 
to Brian's First Set of Discovery Requests; 
edit and revise Supplemental Responses 
to Doug and Virginia's Discovery Requests 
and First, Second, and Fourth Requests 
for Production of Documents; attempt to ~ I , b1 
reach J. Milostan of Prudential Financial re 
Crestview Account; e-mail Washington 
Care Center re payment history on its note 
to the siblings; draft Withdrawal of Motion 
for Additional Interrogatories to Brian D. 
Watkins. 
1/30/14 Denise Heller 4.90 $588.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
1/30/14 Christian Wamhoff 5.20 $572.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
1/30/14 Kyle Millard 1.50 $127.50 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (BOW 
Database) and enter key data (document 
dates and types) into database in 
preparation for database query and further 
document review. 
1/31/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.70 $1,710.00 Continue to prepare for meeting with S. 
Neighbors, J. Richards and D. McClure; 
participate in meeting with S. Neighbors, J. 
Richards, D. McClure and S. Wieland; 
telephone call to Don Watkins re status of 
the case; continue to prepare for the 
depositions of George and Sharon 
Wadsworth; receipt and review Country 
Square loan documents from PERSI. 
1/31/14 Steven Wieland 3.20 $448.00 Prepare for and attend litigation team 
meeting to work out computation of real 
estate contract debts, discovery 
supplementation, and other issues. 
Page 8 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
1/31/14 Chris B. Green .40 
1/31/14 Denise Heller 4.30 
1/31/14 Christian Wamhoff 4.80 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steven Wieland Associate 
Chris B. Green Paralegal 
Services 
Denise Heller Paralegal 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 
Services 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
February 24, 2014 e Invoice No.: 278320 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$64.00 E-mail to title company; obtain copy of 
recorded document; e-mail document to J. 
Richards. 
$516.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
$528.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 





























-=l-/-3.~tL1A __ .. , __, _ _ C._opying. ··~-, ·-····- ., .. .c·,,-.,·."-.. ·•· 131-.,.·-
1 
$23.58 .. 
$14.37 1/31/14 Computer Assisted Legal Research 







Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
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Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 03/26/14 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
$233,071.81 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 







Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
March 20, 2014 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 279155 
For services through 02/28/14 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
2/3/14 Steven Wieland 




Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 





$518.00 Finish edits and revisions to Supplemental 
Response to Brian's First Discovery 
Requests and to the Supplemental i 
Responses to Doug; e-mail exchanges ~ i G • :a, 3 
with J. Richards re supplementation and 
additional documents; conduct privilege 
4.40 
review of DONW database in preparation 
for supplemental production. 
$528.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be Included in future Invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/3/14 Christian Wamhoff 4.30 $473.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (DONW) 
and enter key data from documents into 
database in preparation for database 
query and review. 
2/4/14 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Receipt and review the report of disrepair 
of Crestview Apartments; Confer with 
Steve Wieland re status of discovery 
supplementation. 
2/4/14 Steven Wieland .60 $84.00 Conduct follow-up review of documents for 
production; work with K. Millard to locate 
Crestview Apartment management report; 
review e-mails from J. Richards re various 
discovery matters. 
2/4/14 Denise Heller 2.10 $252.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/4/14 Christian Wamhoff 3.90 $429.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. Electronically process/source code 
Settlement Agreement received from Jace 
Richards and Brand Cards received from 
Jennifer Haskell and add same to 
electronic document database (DONW) to 
assist with attorney review. 
2/4/14 Kyle Millard .30 $25.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
containing information specified by 
attorney, and provide attorney relevant 
documents for review. 
2/5/14 Steven Wieland .70 $98.00 Return phone call to Prudential Financial 
re Crestview reserves; telephone call with 
and fax to G. Engelmann of Washington 
Care Services re obtaining records. 
2/5/14 Denise Heller 3.20 $384.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/5/14 Christian Wamhoff 2.30 $253.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
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key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/6/14 Steven Wieland .50 $70.00 Work with support staff to receive 
correspondence from S.O.S.; review e-
mail chain between M. Clark and J. 
Richards. 
2/6/14 Denise Helfer 2.90 $348.00 Receive and review e-mails from J. 
Richards, and revise records log with 
same for file management; continue to 
review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database BOW and 
enter key data from documents into 
database in preparation for database 
query and review. 
2/6/14 Christian Wamhoff 2.80 $308.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/6/14 Kyle Millard 1.40 $119.00 Receive, review and electronically process 
documents in preparation for adding same 
to electronic document database for 
attorney review and document production 
(SOS Bates Prefix). 
2/7/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.70 $510.00 Telephone call with Don Watkins re Status;,;, 
of Case; continue to prepare for 3 t?O depositions of George and Sharon 
Wadsworth. 
2/7/14 Steven Wieland .10 $14.00 Confer with K. Millard on how to receive 
and ingest e-mails from S.O.S. 
2/7/14 Denise Helfer 3.90 $468.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/7/14 Kyle Millard .50 $42.50 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents in preparation for 
loading same into electronic document 
database for attorney review and 
document production (SOS Bates Prefix). 
2/11/14 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 Return phone call from E. Richardson of 
Washington Care Services; e-mail M. 
Clark and J. Richardson re same. 
2/11/14 Christian Wamhoff 3.00 $330.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
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2/12/14 Steven Wieland .80 $112.00 Work with K. Millard on ingesting e-mails 
from S.0.S. for production; telephone 
conversation with J. Milostan of Prudential 
Financial re Crestview Accounts; e-mail J. 
Milostan formal request for materials. 
2/12/14 Christian Wamhoff 4.00 $440.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/12/14 Kyle Millard 1.20 $102.00 Review and electronically process 
documents recently received from J. 
Richards in preparation for loading same 
into electronic document database for 
attorney review. 
2/13/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Receipt and review e-mail from Jace 
Richards Re tax issues if Don Watkins is 
conveyed on interest in Country Square. 
2/13/14 Christian Wamhoff 5.60 $616.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/13/14 Kyle Millard 3.20 $272.00 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents recently received from 
J. Richards and load same into electronic 
document database for attorney review 
(SOS Bates Prefix). 
2/14/14 Christian Wamhoff 3.50 $385.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/18/14 Steven Wieland 4.80 $672.00 Review and conduct privilege check of % 
materials from S.O.S. for production; ~ If 2 proofread supplemental discovery 
responses to Brian and to Doug and 
Virginia. 
2/18/14 Denise Heller 1.70 $204.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/18/14 Christian Wamhoff 2.00 $220.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW) and enter 
key data from documents into database in 
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2/19/14 Steven Wieland 3.70 $518.00 Further edits to discovery supplements; 
meet with K. Millard and D. Heller to 
finalize items for production; preliminary 
document review in DONW database for 
privilege check; draft letter to opposing 
counsel re supplementation, production, 
and privilege logs. 
2/19/14 Denise Heller 5.10 $612.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BDW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review; conference with S. Wieland re 
supplemental document production. 
2/19/14 Kyle Millard 3.90 $331.50 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, type, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for database query and attorney document 
review (1.5); Discuss upcoming document 
production needs with SWIE and DHEL 
(1 ); review documents contained in 
electronic document databases and 
identify documents containing potentially 
privileged information (1.4). 
2/20/14 Steven Wieland 2.40 $336.00 Conduct privilege check of expanded 
DONW database; e-mail K. Millard and D. 
Heller re same. 
2/20/14 Denise Heller 3.70 $444.00 Telephone conferences with K. Dinius, W. 
Tharp and E. Schiller offices re 
supplemental production; continue to 
review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database BDW and 
enter key data from documents into 
database in preparation for database 
query and review. 
2/20/14 Kyle Millard 5.90 $501.50 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents containing potentially 
privileged information, and designate 
relevant documents for attorney review (3); 
compile/organize and electronically 
process documents in preparation for 
production (2.9). 
2/21/14 Steven Wieland 1.20 $168.00 Work with K. Millard on database and 
tagging issues; e-mail exchanges with 
litigation team re supplementing discovery 
and processing S. Neighbors's 
spreadsheets. 
2/21/14 Denise Heller 4.50 $540.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BDW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
Page 5 
001488
File No.: 44787-0001 e March 20, 2014 e Invoice No.: 279155 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/21/14 Kyle Millard 4.70 $399.50 Review and electronically process 
documents in preparation for upcoming 
supplemental document production. 
2/23/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $600.00 Begin reviewing the Supplemental 
~ Responses of Plaintiff to Discovery 2ou Requests of Defendants; Receipt and 
Review e-mails relating to the condition of 
Access and Barritz; Drafting Settlement 
letters to Defendants. 
2/24/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.50 $450.00 Continue to draft settlement offer letters to h. , s-o 
counsel for each defendant and transmit 3 
them to S. Neighbors and Jace Richards. 
2/24/14 Steven Wieland .40 $56.00 Confer with K. Millard and D. Heller re 
production and privilege log status; e-mail 
J. Milostan re Crestview Reserve 
documents status. 
2/24/14 Denise Heller 2.70 $324.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/24/14 Kyle Millard 4.00 $340.00 Review and electronically process 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases (BOW HT, BRAND, 
DONW, MSUM, SOS, ZB Databases) in 
preparation for production. 
2/25/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.30 $990.00 Telephone conference with Jace Richards 
)t and Steve Neighbors; revise letters to each Counsel for defendants and cause fbS them to be faxed to each attorney for 
defendants; exchange emails with Denise 
McClure re settlement negotiations; 
Receipt and Review emails and spread 
sheets from Jace Richards. 
2/25/14 Steven Wieland 1.00 $140.00 Consult with K. Millard re structuring the 
privilege logs; review settlement letter 
drafts, analyze deposition transcript notes, 
and e-mail M Clark re same. 
2/25/14 Denise Heller 1.60 $192.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/25/14 Kyle Millard 6.50 $552.50 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents contained in electronic 
document databases (BOW HT, BRAND, 
DONW, MSUM, SOS, ZB Databases) in 
preparation for production (4); begin 
drafting privilege log for upcoming 
Page6 
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document production (SOS and DONW 
Bates Prefix) (2.5). 
2/26/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.50 $450.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors et al 
re meeting with Denise McClure; review D. 
McClure reports to prepare for meeting. 
2/26/14 Steven Wieland .50 $70.00 Work with K. Millard re irregularities in the 
ZIONS database ahead of production; e-
mail exchange among litigation team re 
meeting to discuss settlement; telephone 
call to E. Richardson of WCS re sending 
documents. 
2/26/14 Denise Heller 3.20 $384.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
2/26/14 Kyle Millard 3.50 $297.50 Meet with S. Wieland regarding document 
processing and production (.3); continue to 
review and electronically process 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases (BOW HT, BRAND, 
DONW, MSUM, SOS, ZB Databases) in 
preparation for production (1.1 ); continue 
drafting privilege log for upcoming 
document production (SOS and DONW 
Bates Prefix) (2.1 ). 
2/27/14 Steven Wieland 1.20 $168.00 Work with K. Millard on privilege log 
issues; telephone conference with Don re 
discovery supplementation; work on 
review of SOS privilege log. 
2/27/14 Kyle Millard 4.90 $416.50 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents contained in electronic 
document databases (BOW HT, BRAND, 
DONW, MSUM, SOS, ZB Databases) in 
preparation for production (1.3); continue 
drafting privilege log for upcoming 
document production (SOS and DONW 
Bates Prefix) (3.6). 
2/28/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.40 $1,020.00 Meet with D. McClure, Jace Richards and 
S. Neighbors re McClure's supplemental 
report and related matters; continue to 
review McClure's reports and the claims 
against Defendants; telephone call with 
Don Watkins re 2003 Settlement 
Agreement with Brian Watkins. 
2/28/14 Steve Smith .50 $115.00 Conference call with M. Clark and Don 
Watkins 
2/28/14 Steven Wieland 5.70 $798.00 Prepare for and participate in litigation 
team meeting; review and edit DONW and 
SOS privilege; work with K. Millard and S. 
Montosa to finalize supplemental 
production; telephone call and e-mail to A. 
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Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Steven Wieland Associate 
Denise Heller Paralegal 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 
Services 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
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Bosch re depositions of G. and S. 
Wadsworth; begin work on subpoenas to 
G. and S. Wadsworth. 
$493.00 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents contained in electronic 
document databases (BOW HT, BRAND, 
DONW, MSUM, SOS, ZB Databases), 
finalize document production, and save 
same to disc in preparation for production 
(3.4); finalize privilege log and prepare 
same for production (SOS and DONW 
Bates Prefix) (1.9); compile electronic 
copies of deposition transcripts and 

































Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
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Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 04/19/14 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
$255,234.46 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 







ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
April 7, 2014 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 279669 
For services through 03/31/14 in connection with the following: 














Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$98.00 Draft Subpoena to G. Wadsworth; draft 
subpoena to S. Wadsworth. 
$42.00 Review e-mails re case status. 
$264.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BDW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 






".!) ,it. t~ 
After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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3/4/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $750.00 Continue to prepare for the depositions of ltp George and Sharon Wadsworth; exchange ti? 
e-mails with Bill Tharp re potential 
settlement (.2) 
3/4/14 Steven Wieland .70 $98.00 Work with K. Millard on receiving and 
processing S.O.S. excel spreadsheets; 
review Rule 30(b)(6) and consult with M. 
Clark re serving a subpoena on Crandall 
Swenson. 
3/4/14 Denise Heller 1.40 $168.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BDW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
3/4/14 Kyle Millard 6.10 $518.50 Receive, review, and electronically 
process documents and add same to 
electronic document database in 
preparation for attorney review (SOS 
Bates Prefix). 
3/5/14 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Receipt and review e-mail from Bill Tharp 
requesting additional time to respond to 
the offer of settlement; Telephone 
Conference with S. Neighbors and reply to 
Tharp granting additional week to respond. 
3/5/14 Kyle Millard 3.70 $314.50 Continue to review and electronically 
process documents and add same to 
electronic document database for attorney 
review (SOS Bates Prefix). 
3/6/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $600.00 Receipt and Review e-mail from Jace 
Richards with United States Supreme 
Court decision and Bankruptcy Statutes re 
exceptions f ram discharge for fraud by a 
creditor; Receipt and Review e-mails from 
Richards to Denise McClure re Don's e-
mail to Brian requesting info about Don's 
money and Quick Books files; Receipt and 
Review Privilege Log and comments from 
Jace Richards. 
3/6/14 Steven Wieland .60 $84.00 Begin working through J. Richards's 
suggested changes to discovery 
supplementation. 
3/6/14 Kyle Millard 3.10 $263.50 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents into database (document 
dates, types and descriptions) in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
3/7/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Exchange e-mails with expert witness 
Dennis Reinstein re his report; Telephone 
Conference with K. Dinius re settlement 
offer to Doug. 
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$314.50 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents into database (document 
dates, types and descriptions) in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
$720.00 Review the Privilege Log and provide A 
complete instructions for revisions; ~ 
exchange several e-mails with Jace 3 
Richards re privilege log revisions; draft e-
mails re Telephone Conference with K, .:;t./ 0 
Dinus; Receipt and Review revisions to 
expert opinions and new opinion from 
Denise McClure. 
$46.00 Emails from M. Clark re settlement issues. 
$92.00 Emails regarding settlement status. 
$322.00 Review new documents and discovery 
input from J. Richards; draft letter to 
opposing counsel re privilege logs; 
telephone conference and e-mail 
exchanges with D. McClure re expert 
report and amounts owing under the real 
estate contracts. 
$288.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BOW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
$17.00 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database; identify documents 
containing information requested by 
attorney; designate relevant documents for 
attorney review. 
$289.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (document dates, types, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for database query and review. 
$990.00 Receipt, review and revise McClure 
Addendum to Expert Witness Report; 
review revisions with S. Wieland; 
exchange e-mails with J. Richards and D. 
McClure re opinions and revisions; 
exchange e-mails re dates available for 
depositions of George and Sharon 
Wadsworth; review and cause the 
Supplemental Report of Denise McClure to 
be served on Defendants; review revised 
privilege log (3.3). 
$462.00 Work with D. McClure on drafting her 
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3/11/14 Denise Heller 2.80 
3/11/14 Kyle Millard 4.40 
3/12/14 Steven Wieland 2.50 
3/12/14 Denise Heller 1.60 
3/12/14 Kyle Millard .40 
3/12/14 Kyle Millard 4.50 
3/13/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.70 
April 7, 2014 e Invoice No.: 279669 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
Second Addendum to Expert Report; 
revise and edit same; incorporate edits 
from M. Clark to send to D. McClure; draft 
and finalize Notice of Compliance re 
Expert Report. 
$336.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BDW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
$374.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents (document dates, types, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for database query and review. 
$350.00 Review rules governing service of 
subpoenas on a third party's attorney; call 
A. Bosch's office re scheduling Sharon ~ 
Wadsworth's depositions on the same day ~ II r , f:/7 
as George Wadsworth; telephone call with \0 
S. Neighbors re methodology for 
calculating amounts due under the real 
estate contracts; draft Supplemental 
Declaration of S. Neighbors; e-mail S. 
Neighbors re same. 
$192.00 Continue to review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document database BDW and enter key 
data from documents into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
$34.00 Receive, review and electronically process 
documents and add same to electronic 
document database in preparation for 
attorney review and document production 
(WCS Bates Prefix). 
$382.50 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
and BDW Databases) and enter key data 
from documents (document dates, types, 
and descriptions) into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
$810.00 Receipt and review Surplus Cash ;i 
Distribution report from Washington Care I 
Services; receipt and review draft 
Supplemental Declaration of Steve J 
Neighbors re calculation of contact 
balances due from each Defendant in :;) f"}O 
Support of Motion for Summary Judgment; 
continue to review documents and prepare 
for depositions of George and Sharon 
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3/13/14 Steven Wieland 1.70 
~ fl 
3/13/14 Kyle Millard 1.80 
3/14/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.10 
3/14/14 Steven Wieland 1.00 
3/15/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.30 
3/17/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 
3/17/14 Steven Wieland 6.90 
3/18/14 Steven Wieland 6.70 
April 7, 2014 e Invoice No.: 279669 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
Wadsworth. 
$238.00 E-mail exchanges and phone calls with Sx 1"7 et I '31 
Neighbors re changes to his declaration; 3 
work on rewrite of Supplemental 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment. 
$153.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
and BDW Databases) and enter key data 
from documents (document dates, types, 
and descriptions) into database in 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
$630.00 Exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
changes he suggested in McClure's 
Second Addendum to her Expert Witness 
Report; review the Second Addendum for 
omissions and errors to be corrected; 
continue to review documents produced 
by CSGW and prepare for Sharon 
Wadsworth deposition. 
$140.00 E-mail exchange with M. Clark and J. 
Richards re D. McClure's expert report; 
work on Supplemental Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Summary Judgment. YJ~~o $990.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of 
Sharon Wadsworth. 
$60.00 Exchange e-mails with Jace Richards and A 
S. Wieland re depositions of Sharon and 3 :20 
George Wadsworth, and the Plaintiff's 
Motion For Summary Judgment. 
$966.00 Redraft portion of Supplemental 
Partial Summary Judgment re breach of 1 · \ 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for ~
real estate contracts; finish first draft of ~ 1 ~ 
portion re nullifying compensation 
agreements; research Idaho law re 
apparent authority; e-mail exchange with 
M. Clark re strategy for drafting 
supplemental briefing; begin drafting 
Supplemental Declaration of D. McClure in 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment. 
$938.00 Finish draft of Supplemental Declaration of 
D. McClure in Support of Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment; e-mails to M. Clark 
and J. Richards re supplementing 
discovery and supplemental declarations; 
review requests for production of 
documents in preparation for second 
production supplementation; begin Draft of 
Second Supplemental Response to Brian 
D. Watkins' First Set of Discovery 
Request; work on reviewing spreadsheets 
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3/18/14 Christian Wamhoff 5.00 
3/19/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.10 
3/19/14 Steven Wieland 3.90 
3/19/14 Kyle Millard .50 
3/20/14 Merlyn W. Clark .50 
3/20/14 Steven Wieland 3.00 
3/20/14 Kyle Millard 1.70 
3/21/14 Steven Wieland 4.70 
April 7, 2014 e Invoice No.: 279669 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
provided by S.O.S. 
$550.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document databases 
(DONWATKINS) and (WVW) and enter 
key data from documents into same 
databases in preparation for database 
query and review. 
$330.00 Receipt and review draft Supplemental 
Declaration of S. Neighbors and draft ~ 
Supplemental Declaration of D. McClure, 3 1 \ "0 and e-mails from S. Wieland to D. McClure 
and Jace Richards re the Declarations; 
receipt and review e-mails from S. Wieland 
and Jace Richards re depositions of 
Wadsworth; receipt and review e-mail from 
D. McClure re updates to her Declaration 
and review the revisions to her 
Declaration. 
$546.00 Work on review of SOS spreadsheets and 
draft of Second Supplemental Response 
to Brian D. Watkins' First Set of Discovery 
Requests; e-mails to litigation team re 
discovery issues and depositions; call to 
Capitol Law re depositions of S. and G. 
Wadsworth. 
$42.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database (SOS Database); 
identify documents containing information 
requested by attorney; provide relevant 
documents to attorney for review. 
$150.00 Receipt and reviewJ. Richards e-mail re 
redlines to Neighbor's Supplemental 
Declaration; confer with S. Wieland re 
spreadsheets of SOS with time entries. 
$420.00 Finish review of spreadsheets received 
from S.O.S.; confer with K. Millard re 
editing discovery supplementation to Brian 
D. Watkins; draft Acceptance of Service 
for Subpoena to Sharon Wadsworth and 
Acceptance of Service for Subpoena to G. 
Wadsworth. 
$144.50 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document database (SOS 
Database) and enter key data from 
documents into database in preparation 
for supplemental document production and 
updating privilege log. 
$658.00 Edit and revise Subpoenas to G. and S. 
Wadsworth; draft Acceptance of Service 
for each subpoena; work with K. Millard on 
privilege log issues and withholding of 
expert witness work product; receipt of 
edits to Supplemental Declaration of D. 
McClure and edit to D. McClure re same; 
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draft Amended Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment; incorporate new motion and 
new declaration from D. McClure into 
Memorandum in Support of Amended 
Motion. 
3/21/14 Kyle Millard .70 $59.50 Review and electronically process 
documents in preparation for supplemental 
document production (SOS Bates Prefix). 
3/22/14 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Review expert disclosures rules and draft 
request to S. Wieland to demand 
disclosures from each defendant. 
3/24/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Receipt and review draft Objection To 
Joinder of Summary Judgment by Brian & 
Robynlee Watkins; confer with S. Wieland 
re deposition binders for George and 
Sharon Wadsworth depositions; receipt 
and review response letter from Bill Tharp 
with Brian's counter-offer for settlement 
and transmit the letter to S. Neighbors and 
J. Richards. 
3/24/14 Steve Smith .70 $161.00 Review settlement offers from defendants. 
3/24/14 Steven Wieland 3.80 $532.00 Finish edits and redraft to Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment; e-mail exchanges with litigation 
team re briefing; begin drafting Objection 
to Joinder of Motion for Summary 
Judgment. 
3/25/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.40 $1,620.00 Receipt and review revised Supplemental 
Declaration of D. McClure and draft 
revisions; receipt, review and edit 
Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Partial f5 s~o Summary Judgment, Supplemental Declaration of D. McClure, Supplemental Declaration of S .. Wieland, and the 
Supplemental Memorandum In Support of 
the Motion for Partial Summary Judgment; 
review and revise draft Plaintiffs' requests 
for disclosure of experts' opinions from 
DefendaNts; Receipt and review draft 
objection to the Joinders of Eugene and 
Brian in Doug's MSJ; organize exhibits for 
depositions of George an Sharon 
Wadsworth. 
3/25/14 Steven Wieland 4.00 $560.00 Research for and draft Objection to 
Joinders of Summary Judgment, then edit 
and revise same; review existing discovery 
requests and responses; draft template 
Interrogatory and Request for Production 
re expert witnesses and expert witness 
reports. 
3/25/14 Christian Wamhoff .80 $88.00 Review and analyze documents contained 
in electronic document databases (MSUM) 
and (BOW HT) and enter key data from 
documents into same databases in 
Page 7 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
preparation for database query and 
review. 
3/26/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Receipt and review e-mail from Jace 
Richards with revisions for Objections to 
Joinders by Defendants Eugene and Brian 
Watkins. 
3/26/14 Steven Wieland .60 $84.00 Work with word processing on discovery 
requests to all defendants for expert 
witness information. 
3/27/14 Steve Smith .40 $92.00 Email exchange with M. Clark regarding 
reassignment of judge. 
3/28/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 REceipt and review Notice of 
Reassignment of Judge Moody and 
transmit the Notice to J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors. 
3/28/14 Christian Wamhoff 1.30 $143.00 Assist with preparation for upcoming 
deposition of (George Wadsworth I Sharon 
Wadsworth) by reviewing documents 
contained in electronic document 
databases, identifying documents 
containing information specified by 
attorney, and preparing relevant 
documents for attorney review. 
3/30/14 Christian Wamhoff .30 $33.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition of (George 
Wadsworth I Sharon Wadsworth) by 
reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and preparing 
relevant documents for attorney review. 
3/31/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $750.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors and 
J. Richards re holding the trial date; h "e,o telephone call with D. McClure re depositions of George and Sharon 
Wadsworth; review revised Supplemental 
Motion for Summary Judgment and 
Supplemental Memorandum in Support of 
Motion with comments of Jace Richards; 
telephone call with Don Watkins re status 
of matter. 
3/31/14 Steven Wieland 1.60 $224.00 Work with K. Millard on generating expert 
witness discovery request documents; 
work on edits to Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment from J. Richards and 
M. Clark. 
3/31/14 Christian Wamhoff .50 $55.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition of (George 
Wadsworth I Sharon Wadsworth) by 
reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifying 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and preparing 
Page 8 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
3/31/14 Kyle Millard 3.20 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Steven Wieland Associate 
Denise Heller Paralegal 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 
Services 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 
Services 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
3/31/14 Copying 
3/31/14 Messenger 









Amount Description of Legal Services 
relevant documents for attorney review. 
$272.00 Review discovery filings and draft 
interrogatories and requests for production 



































Interest on Past Due Amounts: 




















File No.: 44787-0001 e April 7, 2014 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
Invoice No.: 279669 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
May 13, 2014 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 280861 
For services through 04/30/14 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
4/1/14 Merlyn W. Clark 





Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$330.00 Review status of deposition notices for 
George and Sharon Wadsworth; receipt 
and review draft cover letter for discovery 
requests to Brian Watkins; receipt and 
review draft Motion for leave to serve more 
interrogatories on Brian Watkins; give 
instructions for scheduling teleconference 
with the court; review dates for Motion for 
Summary Judgment hearing. 
$868.00 Draft Motion for Leave to Submit 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Additional Interrogatories; edit, revise, and 
finalize discovery requests to all six 
defendants re expert witness information; 
draft meet and confer letter to W. Tharp; 
draft meet and confer letter to E. Schiller; 
work on edits and changes to 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Partial. 
4/1/14 Christian Wamhoff 1.60 $176.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition of (George (, es,eo 7 Wadsworth I Sharon Wadsworth) by 
reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifyin '3 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and preparing 
$60.00 
relevant documents for attorney review. h 
;l0 
4/2/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 Receipt and review revised draft of S. 3 
Neighbors Supplemental Affidavit. 
4/2/14 Steven Wieland 5.80 $812.00 lnco,porate edits into Memorandum in /z, 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
~00,b1 Judgment; work on comprehensive citation 3 
check on same; telephone call and e-mail 
exchange with S. Neighbors re Declaration 
exhibits; edit and revise Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment; edit and revise other 
Declarations re same. 
4/2/14 Christian Wamhoff 4.10 $451.00 Continue to assist with preparation for 
upcoming deposition of (George X 
Wadsworth I Sharon Wadsworth) by ISO,'; 3 reviewing documents contained in 
electronic document databases, identifying 3 
documents containing information 
specified by attorney, and preparing 
relevant documents for attorney review. 
4/3/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.60 $480.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors re his 
Conservator's Report; receipt and review 
revised Supplemental MSJ 
Memorandums, McClure's Declaration, 
Neighbor's Declaration and e-mail from S. 
Wieland; exchange e-mails with Jace 
Richards re Nursing Home Contract Notice 
Provisions and apparent authority issue; 
review prior filings in support of the 
Plaintiffs' MSJ; receipt and review e-mails 
between Jace Richards and S. Wieland re 
MSJ issues. 
4/3/14 Steven Wieland 2.90 $406.00 Conclude comprehensive citation check; 
assemble deposition excerpts for exhibits; 
work with S. Montesa on identifying 
hearing dates; e-mail discussions with J. 
Richards and M. Clark re changes to 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment and other 
documents. 
Page 2 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4/3/14 Kyle Millard .30 $25.50 Compile/organize copies of deposition 
transcripts and provide same to attorney 
for review. 
4/4/14 Merlyn W. Clark .60 $180.00 Confer with S. Wieland and review the 
status of the Plaintiff's Supplemental MSJ; 
receipt and review the Court's Notice of 
Scheduling Conference; draft e-mail to J. 
Richard and S. Neighbors re Plaintiff's 
MSJ. 
4/4/14 Steven Wieland 1.80 $252.00 Enter third round of edits to Memorandum 
in Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment; e-mail exchanges with litigation 
team re structure of memorandum and 
various issues. 
4/5/14 Merlyn W. Clark .60 $180.00 Receipt and review draft of Watkins 
Conservator Narrative and draft e-mail of 
approval to S. Neighbors; Review 
Neighbor's Declaration with Exhibits. 
4/7/14 Merlyn W. Clark .60 $180.00 Receipt and review revisions to 
Supplemental Affidavit of S. Neighbors; 
receipt and review revised Conservator 
Narrative Report; confer with Steve 
Wieland and exchange e-mails re refusal 
of Prudential to provide documents re 
Crestview Apartments Reserve. 
4/7/14 Steven Wieland 3.00 $420.00 Edit and revise Declaration of S. 
Neighbors in light of new information from 
J. Richards; finalize Amended Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment and supporting 
documentation; work on review and 
reorganization of working documents; work 
with staff to ensure proper service; e-mail 
exchange with J. Richards re final issues 
in the briefing; e-mail exchange with D. 
McClure re expert report rebuttals; 
telephone call and e-mail exchange with J. 
Milostan of Prudential re Crestview 
Apartment escrow account distribution 
documents. 
4/7/14 Kyle Millard 1.50 $127.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
designated for production, electronically 
process relevant documents in preparation 
for supplemental document production, 
and update privilege log (DONW Bates 
Prefix). 
4/8/14 Steven Wieland 1.40 $196.00 Work with K. Millard on follow-up issues in 
supplementing production of SOS 
spreadsheets; review and tag remaining 
materials for production or withholding; 
begin review of binders of case materials 
in advance of Wadsworth depositions. 
4/8/14 Kyle Millard 2.10 $178.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database, identify documents 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
designated for production, electronically 
process relevant documents in preparation 
for supplemental production, and update 
privilege log {SOS Bates Prefix). 
4/9/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $840.00 Confer with Steve Wieland re disclosure of 
spreadsheets from SOS; draft e-mails to 
D. McClure and Jace Richards re help with 
deposition questions for George and 
Sharon Wadsworth; continue to prepare 
for the deposition of Sharon Wadsworth. 
4/9/14 Steven Wieland .40 $56.00 Work with K. Millard on resolving final 
issues in supplementing production with 
spreadsheets from SOS; e-mail exchange 
with M. Clark re same. 
4/9/14 Kyle Millard 1.80 $153.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document database, identify 
documents designated as privileged and 
for production, compile/organize 
documents for supplemental production, 
and update privilege log {SOS Bates). 
4/10/14 Steven Wieland .60 $84.00 Work with S. Montosa on Notice of 
Subpoena, Subpoena, and amendment of 
previous Subpoena to S. Wadsworth. 
4/11/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.20 $660.00 Receipt and review letter from Doctor re 
George Wadsworth deposition; receipt and 
review Objection to Motion for Summary 
Judgment hearing date by Eugene's 
attorney; confer with Steve Wieland re the 
Objection; draft e-mail to Jace Richards 
and S. Neighbors re Schiller's Objection to 
the Motion for Summary Judgment hearing 
date; exchange e-mails with Jace Richards 
re depositions dates; continue to prepare 
for Sharon Wadsworth deposition. 
4/11/14 Steven Wieland .70 $98.00 Receipt, review, and analysis of Objection 
to Hearing Date on Amended Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment; work with S. 
Montosa on finalizing Amended Subpoena 
and Notice of same for S. Wadsworth; 
telephone call with J. Richards re new 
deposition dates. 
soo 
4/13/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.00 $1,500.00 Continue to prepare for the depositions of /§ 
George and Sharon Wadsworth. 
4/14/14 Merlyn W. Clark .60 ·$180.00 Review Response to Objection to Hearing 
on Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment; review schedule for continued 
depositions of Defendants; exchange e-
mails with Jace Richards re depositions 
schedule; exchange e-mails with D. 
McClure re depositions. 
4/14/14 Steven Wieland 4.50 $630.00 Work with S. Montesa on setting up 
audio/visual depositions; draft, revise, and 
finalize Plaintiff's Response to Objection to 
Page4 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Hearing Date on Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment; work on reviewing 
document binders in advance of M. Clark's 
depositions of S. Wadsworth and G. 
Wadsworth. 
4/15/14 Steven Wieland 4.60 $644.00 Work with S. Montosa on drafting and 
finalizing notice to opposing counsel re 
audio-visual depositions of G. and S. 
Wadsworth; work on review of case 
materials and documents in preparation 
for depositions of G. and S. Wadsworth. 
4/16/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $750.00 Telephone conference with Bill Tharp re 
depositions of Wadsworth and 
Defendants; receipt and review Amended 
Subpoena Duces Tecum for Audio Visual 
Depositions of Wadsworths; telephone 
conferences with Bill Tharp re Brian's 
threat of bankruptcy and the hearing on 
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
continue to prepare for the depositions of 
George and Sharon Wadsworth; receipt 
and review Wadsworth deposition outline 
from D. McClure; exchange e-mails with 
Jace Richards re video for the Wadsworth 
depositions; exchange e-mails with 
counsel re bankruptcy question; exchange 
e-mails with S. Neighbors re bankruptcy 
question; research bankruptcy jurisdiction 
question. 
4/16/14 Steven Wieland 5.70 $798.00 Finish review of case material binders for 413.-, Wadsworth depositions; update case timeline; work with S. Montosa on sending acceptance of service to A. Bosch; review 
and edit amended DONW and SOS 
privilege logs; edit letter from K. Millard re 
supplementing production; draft scripts for 
audio-visual depositions. 
4/16/14 Kyle Millard 4.40 $374.00 Continue to review documents contained 
in electronic document databases (SOS 
and DONW databases), identify 
documents designated as either privileged 
or for production, compile/organize 
production set of documents, and update 
privilege logs ( 4.1 ); draft letter to counsel 
regarding upcoming supplemental 
document production (.3). 
4/17/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.10 $330.00 Confer with S. Wieland re his discussions 
with the Judge's Clerk re hearing dates for 
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
continue to review documents for the 
Wadsworth depositions; telephone 
cont erences with Bill Tharp re hearing 
dates and depositions dates; exchange e-
mails with counsel for Defendants re 
hearing dates and deposition dates; confer 
with S. Wieland re depositions of 
Page 5 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal 
4/17/14 Steven Wieland 
4/18/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
4/18/14 Steven Wieland 
4/20/14 Merlyn W. Clark 




May 13, 2014 e Invoice No.: 280861 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
Defendants; exchange e-mails with Jace 
Richards re hearing dates and the 
deposition of S. Neighbors. 
$182.00 Work with S. Montosa on scheduling and 
case management; telephone conference 
with judge's clerk re deadlines and hearing 
on Motion for Partial Summary Judgment; 
e-mail exchange with K. Millard re 
producing SOS spreadsheets. 
$900.00 Draft Stipulation to Extend Deadline for x· 
Depositions and transmit it to counsel; t,, -a oO 
exchange e-mails with counsel re hearing 3 ""' on Plaintiff's Motions; exchange e-mails 
with counsel re deposition of S. Neighbors; 
continue to prepare for the depositions of 
George and Sharon Wadsworth . 
. 50 $70.00 Telephone call with judge's clerk re status 
conferences and hearing dates; work with 
T. Hummel on Wadsworth deposition 
exhibit preparation; work with T. Hummel 
on resetting hearing on Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment. 
4.00 $1,200.00 Continue to prepare for the depositions of t'."' ~ (../ 00 
George and Sharon Wadsworth. / 3 
6.80 $2,040.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of 
George Wadsworth; exchange e-mails 
with Jace Richards re Wadsworth 
deposition topics and questions; receipt 
and review comments from Jace Richards 
for the Wadsworth Deposition; telephone 
conference with Bill Tharp re inability to 
attend the Wadsworth Deposition; draft e-
mails to Jace Richards, Defense Counsel 
and Denise McClure re vacating the 
Wadsworth Deposition; telephone 
conference with counsel for Wadsworth re 
vacating the deposition; telephone 
conference with Denise McClure re 
vacating the deposition; telephone 
conference with Jace Richards re vacating 
the deposition and related issues, confer 
with Steve Wieland re getting a hearing 
date for Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment; receipt and review outline of 
proposed topics and questions from Jace 
Richards for the Wadsworth Deposition; 
exchange e-mails with Steve Neighbors re 
scheduling his deposition preparation 
session; receipt and review transcript of 
BOW and ADW telephone conversations 
with edits by Jace for George Wadsworth 
Deposition; receipt and review annotated 
pages of Doug's deposition from Jace for 
George's deposition; receipt and review 
list of ADW Alienated Parcels from Jace 
Richards with title company descriptions 
Page 6 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
4/21/14 Steven Wieland 3.40 
4/22/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 
4/22/14 Steven Wieland .60 
4/22/14 Kyle Millard 1.60 
4/23/14 Merlyn W. Clark 4.60 
May 13, 2014 - Invoice No.: 280861 






Review, edit, and analyze Outline for 
Deposition of G. Wadsworth for M. Clark; 
begin review of Doug and Virginia's 
Amended Motion for Summary Judgment; 
telephone call with court clerk re 
scheduling hearing on Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment; finalize Notice to 
Vacate Hearing on May 5, 2014; e-mail 
opposing counsel re scheduling issues. 
Telephone conference with Bill Tharp re 
his inability to attend the deposition of 
George Watkins; draft e-mails to counsel 
and others re cancellation of George 
Wadsworth depositions; file stipulation 
extending deadline for depositions with 
proposed order; exchange e-mails with 
Jace Richards re Neighbors deposition 
preparation; exchange e-mails with the 
Court Reporter re scheduling of 
Depositions of Wadsworths; receipt and 
review e-mails from Denise McClure re 
Don's Assets; receipt and review 
documents re Don's Assets for use in the 
Wadsworth depositions; receipt and review 
partial transcript of Brian Watkins' 
deposition with highlighting from Jace 
Richards for use in the Wadsworth 
Depositions. 
Consult with K. Millard re finishing SOS 
spreadsheet production; review e-mail 
exchanges within litigation team on 
upcoming depositions. 
Compile/organize final production set of 
documents (SOS and DONW Bates Prefix) 
and save same to discs in preparation for 
supplemental document production (.7); 
Compile/organize production logs and 
draft transmittal letter and provide same to 
attorney for review (.2); Review documents 
contained in electronic document 
database (CSGW Database), identify 
documents containing information 
requested by attorney, and 
compile/organize relevant documents for 
attorney review (.7). 
$1,380.00 Telephone Conference with Bob 
Wetherell, counsel for Wadsworths re their 
depositions; continue to prepare for the 
deposition of Sharon Wadsworth; 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
Sharon's deposition; receipt and review 
annotated transcripts of Brian's deposition 
from Jace Richards for use in Sharon's 
deposition; receipt and review suggested 
topics and questions from D. McClure for 
Page7 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
Sharon's deposition; receipt and review 
revised annotation of Brain's discovery 
responses from Jace Richards to use in 
Sharon's deposition; exchange e-mails 
with Steve Wieland re questions for 
Sharon's deposition; exchange e-mails 
with Jace Richards re Sharon's knowledge 
of critical facts. 
~II (o.1,~ 
4/23/14 Steven Wieland 2.50 $350.00 Review deposition transcripts and notes 
for Don, Brian, and Doug to assist M. Clark 
in preparing for deposition of S. 
Wadsworth; analyze other case materials 
and prepare additional questions for M. 
Clark. 
4/24/14 Merlyn W. Clark 8.70 $2,610.00 Continue to prepare exhibits to use in 
Sharon Wadsworth's deposition; conduct 
the deposition of Sharon Wadsworth; 
confer with Jace Richards re Sharon A 
Wadsworth's testimony; review questions 
for Sharon with Steve Wieland; confer with ~?D 
Steve Wieland and Bill Tharp re responses _5 
to Plaintiff's discovery requests; confer 
with Steve Wieland, re sending letters to 
Defendants' lawyers demanding 
responses to discovery requests of 
Plaintiff. 
4/24/14 Steven Wieland .60 $84.00 Assist with setup for S. Wadsworth 13 ..2i deposition; begin work on final warning 
meet-and-confer letters. 
4/25/14 Merlyn W. Clark .50 $150.00 Follow up with Steve Wieland re discovery 
responses due from Brian Watkins; draft e-
mail to Ed Schiller re request he stipulate 
to extend the deadline for George 
Wadsworth's deposition. 
4/25/14 Steven Wieland 1.60 $224.00 Edit, revise, and finalize meet-and-confer 
letters to W. Tharp and E. Schiller; two 
telephone conferences with W. Tharp re 
needed discovery; e-mail litigation team re 
same. 
4/25/14 Kyle Millard 1.50 $127.50 Draft letters to E. Schiller and W. Tharp 
regarding outstanding discovery requests 
(1 ); review documents contained in 
electronic document database, identify 
documents containing information 
requested by attorney, and provide 
relevant documents to attorney for review 
(.5). 
4/26/14 Merlyn W. Clark 6.00 $1,800.00 Receipt and review Doug's Amended 
/!f~t Motion for Summary Judgment, the Memorandum on Support of the Motion 
and the legal authorities cited in the (80) memorandum; review defenses to Doug's 
Motion and draft e-mail to J. Richards and 
. S. Wieland re defenses to Doug's Motion. 
Page 8 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4/27/14 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Continue to research defenses to Doug 
Watkins' counterclaims for the Settlement 
Agreement and the Compensation 
Agreement and draft e-mail to J. Richards 
and S. Wieland re the defenses to these 
claims. 
4/28/14 Merlyn W. Clark 6.20 $1,860.00 Continue to research def ens es to Doug 
Watkins' Counterclaims in the Amended 
){ Motion for Summary Judgment; exchange e-mails with J. Richards re sending Doug Watkins' Motion pleadings to Don Watkins; 
receipt and review B. Tharp's Motion to 
Withdraw as Counsel for Brian and 
Robynlee; review prior Scheduling Order 
b~-0 of the Court and the schedule of pending 
motions prepared by S. Wieland to 
prepare for the Scheduling Conference 
with the Court; attend Court Scheduling 
Conference; draft e-mail to S. Neighbors 
and the experts re court's vacating of pre 
trial and trial schedule. 
4/28/14 Steven Wieland 4.80 $672.00 Review outstanding discovery requests, 
motions, objections, and deadlines in the 
case; prepare outline for M. Clark in 
advance of scheduling conference; review 
opposing parties' joinders in Motion for 
Summary Judgment filed by Doug and 
Virginia; attend scheduling conference; 
work on draft Order for the Court. 
4/29/14 Steven Wieland 1.60 $224.00 Finish drafting order vacating trial and 
resetting hearings; telephone conference 
with W. Tharp re responding to our 
requests for production and interrogatories 
to Robynlee; e-mail M. Clark and J. 
Richards re same; edit and revise notices 
of hearing. 
4/30/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Exchange e-mails with K. Dinius and S. ~ 
Neighbors re rescheduling the depositions;/~~ ~ 
receipt and review Doug and Virginia 
Watkins' Responses to Plaintiff's Second 
Interrogatories and RFP's. [). c.t.O 
4/30/14 Kyle Millard .30 $25.50 Meeting with S. Wieland regarding 
upcoming document production and 
discovery needs. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 66.40 $300.00 $19,920.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 54.50 $140.00 $7,630.00 
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Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 5.70 $110.00 $627.00 
Services 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 140.10 Services: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
4/30/14 Copying 2572 $462.96 





Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
08/23/13 271967 $485.67 
09/25/13 272806 $485.67 
11/08/13 274321 $57,314.88 
12/10/13 275253 $93,460.52 
01/25/14 277655 $1,700.02 
01/31/14 277734 $35,043.08 
02/24/14 278320 $44,581.97 
03/20/14 279155 $22,162.65 
04/07/14 279669 $23,993.71 
04/25/14 280274 $2,484.39 
Total Due: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 06/12/14 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
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When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
June 10, 2014 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 281776 
For services through 05/31/14 in connection with the following: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
4/30/14 Steven Wieland 
5/2/14 Merlyn W. Clark 






Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$224.00 Confer with K. Millard re case status and 
assistance needed moving forward; 
$90.00 Telephone Conference with Don Watkins 
re Doug's Amended Motion for Summary 
Judgment and the revised trial and pre-
trial schedule. 
$60.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Wieland and J. 
Richards re discovery responses from 
Brian and Robynlee Watkins. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001514
File No.: 44787-0001 e June 10, 2014 e Invoice No.: 281776 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
5/6/14 Steven Wieland .90 $126.00 Telephone conference with W. Tharp re 
short extension of deadlines for 
responding to discovery requests; work 
with K. Millard on needed meet-and-confer 
letters to opposing parties; begin work on 
Motion to Compel responses to 
outstanding discovery requests. 
5/6/14 Kyle Millard 2.20 $187.00 Receive deposition transcript of S. 
Wadsworth, and upload same into 
deposition transcript review database for 
attorney review (.3); Link deposition 
exhibits to deposition transcripts in 
transcript review database (1.9). 
/a:>f 5/7/14 Merlyn W. Clark .70 $210.00 Continue researching defenses to Doug 
Watkins Motion for Summary Judgment. 
2\0 
5/7/14 Steven Wieland 2.60 $364.00 Draft Motion to Compel Responses to 
Discovery Served on Gene and Katie; 
draft Affidavit in Support of Motion to 
Compel; review discovery books; finalize 
meet-and-confer letters to W. Tharp and E. 
Schiller re outstanding discovery. 
5/7/14 Kyle Millard 2.50 $212.50 Continue to link deposition exhibits to 
transcripts in electronic transcript review 
database (.6); Review discovery 
responses sent and received, and update 
log tracking outstanding discovery 
responses (1 ); Draft meet and confer 
letters to B. Tharp and E. Schiller 
regarding outstanding discovery (.9). 
5/8/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors and £i 
K. Dinius re depositions of Neighbors and 
Doug Watkins; receipt and review status of Va_ 0 
Motion to Compel Discovery Against 
Eugene Watkins; research and review 
draft letter to Ed Schiller re overdue 
discovery requests of plaintiff. 
5/9/14 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Receipt and review exhibits for Sharon 
Wadsworth deposition and transmit to J. 
Richards. 
5/9/14 Kyle Millard 1.10 $93.50 Compile/organize electronic copy of S. 
Wadsworth deposition transcript with 
exhibits and transmit same to J. Richards 
for review (.2); Review and analyze 
documents contained in electronic 
document databases (BOW and DONW 
Databases) and enter key data from 
documents (Document dates, types, and 
descriptions) into database in preparation 
for database query and attorney document 
review (.9). 
5/10/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re his 




File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
5/12/14 Merlyn W. Clark .40 
5/12/14 Steven Wieland 1.20 
5/13/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 
5/13/14 Steven Wieland .90 
5/13/14 Kyle Millard .30 
5/14/14 Merlyn W. Clark .50 
5/14/14 Steven Wieland 1.00 
5/15/14 Steven Wieland 3.20 
5/16/14 Steven Wieland 2.70 
5/19/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 
5/19/14 Steven Wieland 2.50 
5/21/14 Steven Wieland .20 
5/27/14 Steven Wlel~,4--~ .30 
Valif•~ .• !!>~.,.,.. 111,., •••. •'!">IH>ii".' , •• -I,• .. """''" .,., ••. '"' ~,a , .. ,,,. '•"'""", .<,, 
June 10, 2014 e Invoice No.: 281776 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$120.00 Confer with S. Wieland re his conversation 
with D. McClure and instructions to her to 
proceed with analysis of unauthorized gifts 
by Brian Watkins to self and others; draft 
e-mail to K. Dinius re S. Neighbors 
deposition. 
$168.00 Review notes from J. Richards re 
conversation between Don Watkins and R. 
Baker; telephone conference with D. 
McClure re direction of analysis into 
unauthorized "gifts" made on Don's behalf. 
Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors and ~ C'>"\ 
Dinius re depositions of S. Neighbors and '"?. ov 
Douglas Watkins; confer with S. Wieland _; 
$240.00 
re preparation for continuing depositions of 
Douglas, Eugene and Brian Watkins. 
$126.00 Receipt and review of Request for 
Production from Doug and Virginia; locate / /3 IL I'*) responsive document and e-mail J. / ~ "'f '-' 
Richards re same; telephone conference 
with W. Tharp re outstanding discovery 
requests. 
$25.50 Compile/organize discovery document and 
provide same to attorney in preparation for 
transmitting same to opposing counsel. 
$150.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re ~ 
depositions of S. Neighbors and Doug ~ 2 
Watkins; confer with S. Wieland re _J 
documents to be produced by S. 
Neighbors at his deposition. 
$140.00 E-mail W. Tharp re outstanding discovery; 
begin work on responding to document 
request in subpoena on S. Neighbors. 
$448.00 Work on review and analysis of deposition 
transcript of S. Wadsworth. 
$378.00 Finish review of deposition transcript for S. 
Wadsworth. 
$240.00 Receipt and review Responses of Brian 
Watkins and Robynlee Watkins to 
Plaintiff's Second Set of Interrogatories 
and Requests for Admissions; confer with 
S. Wieland re hearing on Tharp's Motion to 
Withdraw. 
$350.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on W. 
Tharp's Motion to Withdraw; e-mail 
litigation team re hearing outcome. 
$28.00 Telephone call with W. Tharp re 
responding to outstanding discovery 
requests; e-mail J. Richards and M. Clark 
re same. 




File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
5/27/14 Kyle Millard .20 
5/29/14 Steven Wieland .20 
5/30/14 Steven Wieland .60 
5/30/14 Kyle Millard 1.40 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steven Wieland Associate 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 
Services 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
Copying 











Description of Legal Services 
Set of Requests for Production of /tflif ~ l.f~ Documents from Doug and Virginia 
Watkins. 
Meeting with S. Wieland to discuss 
g;?7~ response to Defendants Douglas and Virginia Watkins' Fifth Request for l'l Production of Documents. 
E-mail W. Tharp re status of withdrawal 
efforts. 
/Pc:?% Edit and revise Response to Doug and 
Virginia's Fifth Set of Requests for 
Production. ~~ 
Draft response to Defendants Arnold 
Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' 
Fifth Set of Requests for Production of 
Documents to Plaintiff, and provide same ;~tf::0 














\ \ ~ 
$4,690.50 
5/31/14 
5/6/14 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 
Service, Inc Deposition Transcript of Sharon 
Wadsworth 
408 
1 $ / ,4, /1 tf". 23 1,245.68 / ""1 









Interest on Past Due Amounts: 












File No.: 44787-0001 e June 10, 2014 e Invoice No.: 281776 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
01/25/14 277655 $1,700.02 
01/31/14 277734 $35,043.08 
02/24/14 278320 $44,581.97 
03/20/14 279155 $22,162.65 
04/07/14 279669 $23,993.71 
04/25/14 280274 $2,484.39 
05/13/14 280861 $32,492.97 
Total Due: $322,916.66 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 07/10/14 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 
your financial institution. 
r ..e.A.h- ~ '1 \ ~ ' (JO 
C oS~ ~ l\ I ~' ~:, 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
July 22, 2014 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 283000 
For services through 06/30/14 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Outstanding Invoices 



























Total Outstanding Invoices: $325,916.08 
If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




$21, 1 sa.a2 I 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001519
UJHAWLEY fi TROXELL 
e e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 









Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: $347.084.40 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 08/21/14 
Attorney/Paralegal 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.40 $120.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors re 
preparation for his deposition; check on 
status of Plaintiff's Privilege Log. 
.40 $56.00 E-mail exchanges with M. Clark and K. 
Millard re status of discovery responses 
and privilege log. 
1.20 $360.00 Begin organizing documents for use in 
preparing S. Neighbors for his deposition. 
1.30 $182.00 Edit and revise privilege log; e-mail 
exchange with J. Richards re 
supplementing production. 
.40 $120.00 Review Discovery Supplementation and 
Document Production by Plaintiff to Brian 
Watkins First Discovery Requests. 
2.60 $364.00 Revise and finalize Second Supplemental 
Response to Discovery Request from 
Brian Watkins, including production of 
SOS materials; listen to recorded phone 
conversations between J. Richards and 
witnesses; finalize SOS production and 
latest privilege log. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
3 ttO 
Yi , o ,b '1 
y3 ,10.00 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001520
File No.: 44787-0001 e July 22, 2014 e Invoice No.: 283000 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
6/4/14 Kyle Millard 3.20 $272.00 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database (DONW Database), 
identify files requested by attorney, and 
provide relevant files to attorney for review 
(.3); Draft transmittal letter re: Plaintiff's 
Second Supplemental Response to 
Defendants Discovery Requests (.2); 
Review final privilege logs (SOS and 
DONW Bates Prefixes), and 
compile/organize final production set of 
documents, and save same to disc in 
preparation for mailing same to counsel 
(2.7). 
/ _,:Pt:J fl, I t.f O 6/5/14 Steven Wieland 1.00 $140.00 Edit, revise, and finalize Response to 
Doug and Virginia's Fifth Set of Requests 
for Production. 
6/5/14 Kyle Millard .60 $51.00 Draft response to Defendants Doug and ,&.c:J -;i; /) \ 
Virginia Watkins Fifth Request for /f;, 
Production of Documents and provide 
same to attorney for review. 
6/9/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.50 $1,650.00 In preparation for the telephone call with 
~se.C 
Cameron Morby, review Plaintiff's Motion 
for Partial Summary Judgment, Doug 
Watkins' Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment, D. McClure's Expert Reports 
and the Pleadings, exchange e-mails with 
S. Neighbors re strategies for pursuing the 
lawsuit; participate in telephone call with 
Cameron Morby; continue to prepare for 
S. Neighbors' deposition. 
6/9/14 Kyle Millard .50 $42.50 Review documents contained in electronic 
document databases (DONW and SOS 
databases), identify documents included 
in recent supplemental document 
production, and update production 
information (production status and date) in 
database. 
6/10/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $600.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of f//e 100 Doug Watkins; read the U.S. S. Ct. 
decision in Stern v. Marshall and respond 
to the inquiry from S. Neighbors whether 
the decision is relevant to the Watkins 
case. ~ 
6/16/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.20 $660.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of A 3 7.?.0 
Steve Neighbors. 
6/16/14 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 Review AN Deposttion Notice to S. A 
\ '-\ Neighbors and other documents in 
discovery book; e-mail J. Richards re 
production associated with deposition of 3 
S. Neighbors. 
h 6/17/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 2o documents to be produced at the deposition of Steve Neighbors. 
Page 3 
001521
File No.: 44787-0001 e July 22, 2014 e Invoice No.: 283000 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
6/24/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.80 $1,740.00 Telephone call with Bill Tharp re his status 
as counsel for Brian Watkins and related% 
Sr'JO issues; meet with Steve Neighbors and 
Jace Richards to prepare Steve for his 2-
deposition by Mr. Dinius; continue to 
review exhibits and notes for the 
deposition of Steve Neighbors. 
6/24/14 Steven Wieland 5.40 $756.00 Conduct document review of materials t~ 
be produced at deposition of S. :2~~ 2. 
Neighbors; work with K. Millard on J 
privilege log and on letter to opposing 
counsel re production; participate in 
deposition preparation of S. Neighbors. 
6/24/14 Kyle Millard 4.60 $391.00 Review documents contained in electronic 
document database (SOS Database), 
identify documents designated by attorney 
for production, compile/organize 
production set of documents and save 
same to disc (1.6); update privilege log for 
SOS document collection (2.4); Draft letter 
to counsel re document production (.6). '1 O 
6/25/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.90 $1,170.00 Meet wOh J. Richards and S. Neighbors; i.J ~ 
attend and defend the deposition of S. 
Neighbors; receipt and review J. Richards~~~ 
notes re S. Neighbor's deposition. 
6/25/14 Steven Wieland .50 $70.00 Edit and revise cover letter for production 
of materials at deposition of S. Neighbors; 
work with K. Millard on final details. 
6/25/14 Kyle Millard 1.00 $85.00 Compile/organize final production set of 
documents, final privilege log, and final 
transmittal letter in preparation for 
providing document production to counsel. 
6/26/14 Merlyn W. Clark .60 $180.00 Receipt and review settlement offer to ,g 
Doug Watkins and draft response e-mail 
to Jace Richards; receipt and review letteV ~d ~ 
to Mr. Dinius re sale of Barritz, revise, t tO 
finalize and send it to Mr. Dinius. 
6/30/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $750.00 Woli< on revising the draft settlement offe~ °?, f1 e 
to Douglas and Virginia Watkins; draft e-
mail to J. Richards; continue to prepare ~ 
exhibits for the George Wadsworth 
deposition. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 49.80 $300.00 $14,940.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 12.70 $140.00 $1,778.00 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 15.70 $85.00 $1,334.50 
Services 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 78.20 Services: $18,052.50 
Page 5 
..... -~- .• i.~- ~ 
001522
File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
6/18/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
6/18/14 Steven Wieland 
6/19/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
6/19/14 Steven Wieland 
6/19/14 Kyle Millard 
6/20/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
6/20/14 Steven Wieland 
6/20/14 Kyle Millard 
6/21/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
6/23/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
6/23/14 Kyle Millard 
e July 22, 2014 e Invoice No.: 283000 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.40 $1,320.00 Research issue whether communications 
between the Conservator and Don 
Watkins are privileged from discovery by 
Defendants; continue to prepare for the 











$28.00 E-mail exchange with M. Clark re privilege 
status of communications between S. 
Neighbors and Don Watkins. 
$1,260.00 Continue to prepare for the depositions of 
S. Neighbors and Doug Watkins. 
$84.00 Consult with K. Millard on S. Neighbors 
deposition document list; review document 
list for potentially relevant materials. 
$144.50 Query and review documents contained in 
electronic document database, identify 
documents containing information 
requested by attorney, and designate 
relevant documents for attorney review 
(.7); Review case file CV-IC-1008233 at 
Ada County courthouse and obtain 
documents requested by attorney and 
discuss procedure for obtaining sealed 
documents with court clerk (1 ). 
$1,350.00 Continue to prepare for S. Neighbors and 
Doug Watkins depositions. 
$56.00 Work with K. Millard on receipt and 
management of documents to be 





Review document list provided by J. 
Richards and identify documents 
designated by attorney as relevant for 
production (.3), contact T. Elmblad at SOS 
offices re obtaining documents responsive 
to production request and create file 
sharing site for T. Elmblad to use to 
upload relevant documents (.6); Receive, 
review and electronically process 
documents in preparation for document 
production at upcoming deposition of S. 
Neighbors (SOS Bates Prefix) (1.3). ,/) \ r, t.tO 
Conti~~e to prepare for Doug Watkins J (Jt}"/t> 
depos1t1on. f 
Continue preparing for the depositions of / ,.15 75 /) \ eW 
Steve Neighbors and Doug Watkins. / (,/V~; 
Review and electronically process 
documents recently received from S. 
Neighbors' office, load documents into 
electronic document database, and 








Disbursements and Other Charges 
Copying 
Messenger 











Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 




When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 








ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
August 6, 2014 
INVOICE 
For seavices through 07 /31/14 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services: 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Outstanding Invoices 





























Total Outstanding Invoices: $347,084.40 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 






ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: $351 .397,58 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 09/05/14 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
7/3/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.00 $300.00 Receipt and review draft Promissory Note 
Payoff Agreement, telephone call with Neil 
Salathe, and draft e-mail to Mr. Salathe 
approving the Agreement. 
1n114 Merlyn W. Clark 1.40 $420.00 Receipt and review transcript of deposition //~ of S. Neighbors; transmit the transcript 
and exhibits to J. Richards. CJ')O 
7/8/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Continue to review the transcript of S. 
Neighbors deposition for accuracy; ;:i, 
exchange e-mails with J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re deadline for Steve's review ~tf? '/ '2-t.fO 
and signing of his deposition transcript. 
7/10/14 Kyle Millard .40 $34.00 Receive and review deposition transcript ~ 
and exhibits for deposition of S. Neighbo/~ J ',::;) 3'I 
and load same in to case transcript . 
database in preparation for transcript 
query and review. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Kyle Millard 
Partner 3.20 $300.00 $960.00 
Paralegal .40 $85.00 $34.00 
Services 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 3.60 Services: 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
$994.00 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001526
. •' 




Disbursements and Other Charges 
Copying 
Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 
Service, Inc Deposition of Steven Neighbors - M & 











Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 




When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
~illing Attorney: SSMI 
September 11, 2014 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 284681 
For services through 08/31/14 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
! Total Due This Invoice: 
Outstanding Invoices 































Total Outstanding Invoices: $351,397.58 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not Included. 




After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 





e e ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 









Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: $359.272.73 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 10/11/14 
Attorney/Paralegal 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.20 $60.00 Receipt and review correspondence from 
Judge Moody to B. Tharp re his motion to 
withdraw; draft e-mail to client re letter. 
.20 $28.00 Review letter from the Court to W. Tharp 
re pending motion to withdraw. 
.20 $60.00 Receipt and review S. Neighbor's change 
sheet for his deposition transcript. 
.30 $42.00 Telephone call with court clerk re 
upcoming hearing on the motion for 
summary judgment and pending motion 
for withdrawal; e-mail exchanges with M. 
Clark and J. Richards. 
1.00 $300.00 Receipt and review Tharp's Motion to 
Withdraw, Affidavit and Notice; confer with 
S. Wieland re preparing an objection to 
the Motion and timing of the hearing. 
.20 $28.00 Confer with M. Clark re objecting to W. 
Tharp's motion to withdraw hearing date. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future Invoices. 
$t:J'% 
~C> 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001529
File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
8/26/14 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 
8/26/14 Steven Wieland 3.40 
8/27/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.70 
8/27/14 Steven Wieland .20 
8/28/14 Merlyn W. Clark .60 
8/28/14 Steven Wieland 1.50 
8/29/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.40 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steven Wieland Associate 
,SA~-!i!!.lfifif:"'*t.Sif"\C;;,,li.Jf,~L&,-, .. A,.,"9 .. ,1t·.e, ,)( · ,( . , ...•.. ,., .,.y w~--·l .\ ,., -·~--", .• ,;a,,.,·_,;.:; 
September 11, 2014 e Invoice No.: 284681 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$1,980.00 Receipt and review revised Second 
Request for Motion To Withdraw, Affidavit 
of Tharp & Notice of Hearing; exchange 
several e-mails with J. Richards re Tharp's 
Motion To Withdraw and related issues; 
confer with S. Wieland re grounds for 
objecting to Tharp's withdrawal prior to 
September 29; review draft of Plaintiff's 
Objection to Hearing on Second Motion 
To Withdraw; research Foley Freeman 
attorney R. Long ref erred to in Tharp's 
Affidavit and exchange e-mails with J. 
Richards re R. Long; receipt and review 
Don's comments to Doug's Motion for 
Summary Judgment received from J. 
Richards and review prior affidavits and 
memoranda; exchange e-mails with J. 
Richards re Doug's Motion for Summary 
Judgment; exchange e-mails with J. 
Richards re his telephone call with Don 
Watkins; exchange e-mails with J. 
Richards re telephone call with Stella 
Watkins; confer with S. Wieland re 
response to Doug's Motion for Summary 
Judgment. 
$476.00 Review case status; draft, edit, and revise 
Objection to Second Motion for 
Withdrawal; confer with M. Clark re 
Objection. 
$510.00 Continue research for Plaintiffs' response 
to Doug's Motion for Summary Judgment. 
$28.00 Consult with S. Montosa on case status 
and order from the Court providing notice 
of a telephonic hearing on W. Tharp's 
motion to withdraw. 
$180.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
Tharp's Motion to Withdraw; telephone 
call with Tharp re his Motion to Withdraw. 
$210.00 Review Supplemental Second Motion for 
Withdrawal filed by W. Tharp; draft 
Supplemental Objection to Hearing Date 
on Second Motion for Withdrawal. 
$720.00 Receipt and review draft Supplemental 
Objection to Tharp's Motion To Withdraw, 
sign and cause it to be filed and served; 
continue to work on response to Doug's 
Motion for Summary Judgment. 










Fife No.: 44787-0001 e 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Total Hours: 





Total for Legal 
Services: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 




When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a 
one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When 
we use information from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your 
account as soon as the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from 







ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
October 13, 2014 
INVOICE 
For services through 09/30/14 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Outstanding Invoices 



















































PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date ( or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 





ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 









Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: $400.969.48 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 11/12/14 
Attorney/Paralegal 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Chelsea Porter 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steven Wieland 
Chelsea Porter 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2.70 $810.00 Review Doug's Amended Motion for 
/if~ Summary Judgment and do additional 
research on authority of Brian with power 'o tO of attorney to make gifts to siblings. 
2.20 $308.00 Review and analyze motion documents in ,£ 
preparation for drafting Memorandum in 
Opposition to Doug's Motion for Summary /~O ~ 
Judgment; confer with C. Porter re 'i' 
researching issues related to lack of 0, 0 
consideration. 
1.70 $280.50 Discuss various strategies related to 
Plaintiff's claim of rescission of Settlement 
and Release Agreement and 
Compensation Agreement; Outlined 
related research; Reviewed relevant 
correspondence. 
2.20 $660.00 Exchange e-mails and telephone call with 
J. Richards re issue with Trustee Eugene 
Watkins; review the trust document re 
removal of a Trustee; confer with S. Smith 
re selection of a successor Trustee. 
.40 $56.00 Confer with C. Porter re status of contract 
issue research. 
2.60 $429.00 Research case law regarding the 
sufficiency of past consideration. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001533
File No.: 44787-0001 e October 13, 2014 e Invoice No.: 285870 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/5/14 Merlyn W. Clark .50 $150.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards and S. 
Smith re issues with the trust; exchange e-
mails with K. Dinius re hearing on Tharp's 
Motion to Withdraw. 
9/5/14 Steven Wieland 3.50 $490.00 Work on review and analysis of previous /~~t filings associated with Doug and Virginia's 
Amended Motion for Partial Summary 1.tctO Judgment; begin work on Memorandum in 
Opposition. 
9/5/14 Chelsea Porter 2.10 $346.50 Research regarding potential statute of 
frauds issue; review relevant cases and 
"' Restatement sections; discuss case law 
with S. Wieland; 
9/6/14 Chelsea Porter 1.10 $181.50 Research regarding past consideration as 
sufficient for pension in other jurisdictions; 
draft e-mail to S. Wieland regarding 
results. 
9/8/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Telephone call with B. Tharp re deadline 
for Brian's Response to Plaintiff's Motion 
for Summary Judgment; confer with S. 
Wieland re the hearing on Tharp's Motion 
to Withdraw; draft e-mail to J. Richards 
and S. Neighbors re telephone call with 
Tharp re Brian's Response to Plaintiff's 
Motion for Summary Judgment; receipt 
and review e-mail from Tharp's assistant 
confirming he will file and serve a 
Response to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment by September 19th. 
9/8/14 Steven Wieland 5.10 $714.00 Work on further review and research of ~ 3&'/ case file, briefs, and pleadings; work on 2--
research for Memorandum in Opposition 
to Doug and Virginia's Motion for 
Summary Judgment. 
9/9/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.10 $930.00 Meet with S. Neighbors, J. Richards and 
S. Smith re issues with Trust; receipt and 
review draft letter removing Eugene as 
Trustee; review rule on briefing deadlines 
for summary judgment motions; draft e-
mail to Tharp re due date for his response 
brief; continue to research authority of 
Brian to obligate Don to the Compensation 
Contracts. 
9/9/14 Steven Wieland 3.60 $504.00 Conduct follow-up research into law /~c1t governing agreements supported only by past consideration; work on redrafting and 
cite checking Memorandum in Opposition 




File No.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
9/10/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.20 
9/10/14 Steven Wieland 7.70 
9/11/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.50 
9/11/14 Steven Wieland .90 
9/12/14 Steven Wieland 1.90 
9/13/14 Steven Wieland 5.00 
October 13, 2014 e Invoice No.: 285870 






Continue review of Doug Watkins' 
Amended Motion for Summary Judgment 
and research performed to date on 
responses to his Motion for Summary 
Judgment. 
Finish analysis of past-consideration 
cases; draft Supplemental Declaration of 
S. Wieland in Support of Memorandum in £ 
Opposition to Doug and Virginia's Motion #" A . 
for Summary Judgment; draft t/ V ~ 
Supplemental Declaration of D. McClure 
in Support of Memorandum in Opposition /\o rzt 
to Doug and Virginia's Motion for \' 
Summary Judgment; finish draft of 
Memorandum in Opposition to Doug and 
Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
e-mail M. Clark and J. Richards re same. 
Continue to research the authority of the 
agent with power of attorney to make gifts 
or obligate the estate of Don Watkins; 
receipt and review draft of Reply in 
Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment; confer with S. Wieland re 
revisions and additions to Plaintiff's Reply 
Brief; receipt and review edits and 
suggestions for the Reply Brief from J. 
Richards; receipt and review Gene 
Watkins' Objection to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment; research and draft 
Objections to Gene's Affidavit in Support 
of the Objection to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment. 
Work on review of edits to Supplemental t, 
Memorandum in Opposition to Doug and \ ~ .. 
Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment;/ J?tf 'cf ~ 
telephone call with D. McClure re 
spreadsheet exhibit for her declaration. 
Telephone conferences with D. McClure 
re Doug payment spreadsheet; edit ~ 
Declaration of M. Clark in Opposition to ~/ ~/) 2 ~ & 
Doug and Virginia's Motion for Summary C/t,/ jl 
Judgment; work on revisions to 
Memorandum in Opposition to Doug and 
Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment. 
$700.00 Work with D. McClure to edit and revise 
Supplemental Declaration in Opposition to 
Doug and Virginia's Motion for Summary 
Judgment; research law requiring specific 
authority to make gifts in power of attorney 
instruments; edit and revise Memorandum 
in Opposition to Doug and Virginia's 
Motion for Summary Judgment; e-mail J. 





File No.: 44787-0001 e October 13, 2014 e Invoice No.: 285870 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/14/14 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $1,980.00 Research and draft Objections to the 
Affidavit of Eugene Watkins; review and 
edit the revised draft Plaintiff's 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Summary Judgment; begin drafting a 
Supplemental Memorandum in Support of 
Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment 
against Eugene Watkins. 
9/15/14 Merlyn W. Clark 9.00 $2,700.00 Continue to review and edit Plaintiff's 
Memorandum In Opposition to Defendant 
%_ Doug and Virginia Watkins Amended Motion for Summary Judgment; continue to research and draft Plaintiff's Objections 
and Motion to Strike Eugene's Affidavit; 
draft Plaintiff's response to Eugene's 
)~ eiD Objections to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment; receipt and review 
Order Denying Motion to Allow Tharp to 
Withdraw; receipt and review 
Supplemental Declaration of Denise 
McClure; receipt and review and sign 
Declaration of M. Clark In Support of 
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment. 
9/15/14 Steven Wieland 4.10 $574.00 Final edits and revisions to Memorandum Ji- .;t?/1 in Opposition to Motion for Summary 
Judgment; final edits and revisions to 
Declaration of M. Clark; assemble exhibits 
for filing; finalize all documents for filing. 
9/16/14 Merlyn W. Clark 5.90 $1,770.00 Exchange e-mail with S. Neighbors and J. 
Richards re selection of a Trustee; 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards re 
Plaintiff's Motion to Strike Eugene's 
Affidavit and draft the revised Motion and 
transmit it to Jace for his review; continue 
drafting the Plaintiff's Response to 
Objection and Affidavit of Eugene 
Watkins. 
9/17/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.50 $450.00 Exchange e-mails w~h Steve Neighbors re h 
a replacement trustee; receipt and review ).~ ~ 
Doug Watkins' Opposition to Plaintiff's ,z_ 
Motion For Summary Judgment, Affidavit 
of Brian Watkins, Affidavit of Doug 
Watkins and Affidavit of Kevin Dinius. 
9/17/14 Steven Wieland 5.00 $700.00 Review court documents submitted by 
Doug and Virginia in Opposition to Motion 
/c!?JJt 
for Partial Summary Judgment; review 
Doug's Affidavit in Opposition to Motion 
for Partial Summary Judgment; begin 
researching obligation to prove offset as 
an affirmative defense; begin draft Reply 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 'fO~ Partial Summary Judgment; e-mail S. 
Neighbors re recalculating amount due 





File No.: 44787-0001 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/18/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
9/18/14 Steven Wieland 
9/18/14 Kyle Millard 
9/19/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
9/19/14 Steven Wieland 
9/21/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
9/22/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
e October 13, 2014 e Invoice No.: 285870 






$510.00 Continue to research and work on 
responses to Doug Watkins Objections to 
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
exchange e-mails with Jace Richards and 
Steve Neighbors re a replacement trustee. 
$392.00 Review case materials and expert reports; f!zz,- I q ~ 
work on Reply Memorandum in Support of //.· 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
$59.50 Review court documents and compile data 
regarding outstanding discovery requests 
and draft discovery chart for attorney 
review. 
$210.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors re 
new Trustee; receipt and review e-mails 
with J. Richards and S. Wieland re revised 
calculations of Doug's note; receipt and 
review draft of Reply Memorandum in 
Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment against Doug and Brian. 
$574.00 Finish rough draft of Reply Memorandum 
in Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment. 
8.70 $2,610.00 Research and draft Plaintiffs Objections 
and Motion To Strike the Affidavit of 
William Tharp and Unfounded Statements 
in Brian's Response Brief and transmit the 
Motion to J. Richards and S. Wieland for 
their review. 
4.20 $1,260.00 Revise Plaintiff's Motion to Strike the 
Tharp Affidavit and transmit it to J. 
Richards and S. Wieland for their review; 
review and sign the revised Motion To 
Strike Tharp Affidavit, Reply Memorandum 
in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment Against Brian and 
Doug Watkins, Second Declaration of 
Merlyn W. Clark, and Plaintiffs' Response 
to the Objection and Affidavit of Eugene 
Watkins; confer with S. Wieland re 
revisions to correct the Motion To Strike 
the Tharp Affidavit; review and sign the 
corrected Motion To Strike the Tharp 
Affidavit; review draft proposed Notice of 
Replacement of Co-Trustee and exchange 
e-mails with J. Richards re getting it 
signed by Don; receipt and review e-mails 
from D. McClure re Brian's Opposition To 




File No.: 44787-0001 e October 13, 2014 e Invoice No.: 285870 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/22/14 Steven Wieland 6.40 $896.00 Edit, revise, and add additional language 
and research to Objection to Tharp 
Testimony; draft Reply Memorandum 
portions addressing Brian and Robynlee 
briefing; draft Second Declaration of M. 
Clark; assemble documents for filing; 
telephone conferences with D. McClure 
and J. Richards. 
9/23/14 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 Work with S. Montosa on filing and 
serving errata for Objection to Testimony 
of W. Tharp. 
9/24/14 Merlyn W. Clark 4.90 $1,470.00 Meet with M. Montgomery re appointment 
as Co-Trustee of Watkins Trust; exchange 
e-mails with J. Richards and S. Neighbors 
re meeting with M. Montgomery; continue 
preparing for oral argument on the 
summary judgment motions and motions 
to strike. 
9/24/14 Steve Smith 1.00 $230.00 Work on issues related to trial, read 
multiple e-mails re trial and summary 
judgment hearings. n l-{ l(1) 9/25/14 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Continue to prepare for oral argument on the pending motions. 
9/25/14 Steve Smith .60 $138.00 Conference with lead counsel M. Clark re /3 Lt (o motions and possible trial dates and other related matters; read e-mails re same. 
9/26/14 Merlyn W. Clark 8.30 $2,490.00 Continue to prepare for oral argument on ~ ~~o 
the pending motions. 
9/27/14 Merlyn W. Clark 9.20 $2,760.00 Continue to prepare for oral arguments on /3 qio 
summary judgment. 
9/27/14 Steve Smith .30 $69.00 Read e-mails re summary judgment 
motions. 
9/27/14 Steven Wieland .60 $84.00 Review of additional filings from W. Tharp, 
including motions to withdraw and for 
continuance. 
9/28/14 Merlyn W. Clark 10.50 $3,150.00 Continue preparing for oral arguments on 73 tcSo pending motions. 
9/28/14 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 E-mail exchange with M. Clark in 
preparation for hearing on motion for 
partial summary judgment. 
9/29/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $840.00 Attend court and present oral arguments fjnD to the court; telephone call with Jace 
Richards to Mr. and Mrs. Don Watkins re 
court hearing. 





File No.: 44787-0001 e October 13, 2014 e Invoice No.: 285870 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
9/29/14 Steven Wieland 4.10 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Steve Smith Attorney 
Chelsea Porter Associate 
Steven Wieland Associate 
Kyle Millard Paralegal 
Services 
Total Hours: 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$574.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on the 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and 
other matters; participate in conference 




















Total for Legal 
Services: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 





Interest on Past Due Amounts: 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 





When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 







-ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 November 20, 2014 Invoice No.: 287016 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
INVOICE 
For services through 10/31/14 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 12/20/14 





10/14/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.30 $390.00 Receipt and review Order Denying 
h Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and Order Denying in Part and ,30 Granting in Part, Defendant Douglas Watkins's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
10/14/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
10/16/14 Merlyn W. Clark 
exchange e-mails with S. Wieland and J. 
Richards re Orders; draft e-mail to clients 
re Orders. 
.20 $60.00 Receipt and review Order from Court re 
Plaintiff's Motion to Strike Evidence. 
.20 $60.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Wieland and J. 
Richards re Motion for Reconsideration. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 





File No.: 44787-0001 e November 20, 2014 e Invoice No.: 287016 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
10/16/14 Steven Wieland 1.60 $224.00 Review and analyze Order Denying 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and 
the Order Granting in Part and Denying in 
Part Doug and Virginia's Motion for 
Summary Judgment; look through 
previous filings and e-mail J. Richards and 
M. Clark re potential for a motion for 
reconsideration. 
10/17/14 Steven Wieland 1.20 $168.00 Review law governing motions for 
reconsideration; draft governing standard 
section of Motion for Reconsideration. 
10/27/14 Steven Wieland .70 $98.00 Work on reviewing documents in case file 
in preparation for drafting Motion to 
Reconsider. 
10/28/14 Steven Wieland 3.70 $518.00 Draft, edit, and revise Motion for 
Reconsideration and Memorandum in 
Support; e-mail J. Richards and M. Clark 
re same. 
10/29/14 Steven Wieland 1.60 $224.00 Review discovery on file; draft, edit, and 
finalize meet and confer letter to W. 
Tharp; draft, edit, and finalize meet and 
confer letter to E. Schiller. 
10/30/14 Steven Wieland .50 $70.00 Work with S. Montosa on scheduling 
issues; e-mail exchange with M. Clark re 
same. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 1.70 
Steven Wieland Associate 9.30 
Total Hours: 11.00 
















Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
Page 2 





File No.: 44787-0001 e November 20, 2014 Invoice No.: 287016 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
January 27, 2015 
INVOICE 
e ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 289009 
For services through 12/31/14 in connection with: 






Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
$16,747.00 
$17.28 
$1 s, 1s4.2s 1 
$16.764.28 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 02/26/15 
Attorney/Paralegal 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steve Smith 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
.60 $180.00 Review and revise Motion and 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Reconsideration and arrange for filing and 
service; receipt and review letters to 
counsel for Doug Watkins and Brian 
Watkins re discovery. 
.40 $120.00 Receipt and review e-mails between Jace 
Richards and Bill Tharp re Nursing Home 
payment to Brian Watkins; exchange e-
mails with Jace Richards re the Nursing 
Home obligation. 
3.00 $690.00 Work on trial preparation, specifically 
review of witness depositions. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
A t)O 
After 30 days, a monthly Interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001543
File No'.: 44787-0001 e 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
11/4/14 Steven Wieland .20 
11/5/14 Merlyn W. Clark .30 
11 /5/14 Steve Smith 3.00 
11 /5/14 Steven Wieland .30 
11 /6/14 Steven Wieland .30 
11/7/14 Steve Smith 3.90 
11/10/14 Steve Smith 2.20 
11 /11 /14 Steve Smith 4.00 
11 /12/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 
11 /18/14 Merlyn W. Clark .60 
11 /18/14 Steven Wieland 3.00 
11/19/14 MerlynW.Clark .50 
11 /19/14 Steven Wieland 6.20 
January 27, 2015 e Invoice No.: 289009 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$28.00 Consult with K. Millard re transitioning to a 
new paralegal. 
$90.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Wieland re 
scheduling depositions of defendants and 
G. Wadsworth. 
$690.00 Trial preparation, focused primarily on 
witness depositions. 
$42.00 Confer with S. Montosa re scheduling 
issues; review scheduling order from the 
Court. 
$42.00 Edit and finalize Notice of Hearing on the 
Motion for Reconsideration. 
$897.00 Work on trial preparation with focus on 
witness testimony. 
$506.00 Continue reading depositions in 
preparation for trial. 
$920.00 Begin reading testimony of defendant's in ~  L{ b 0 
preparation for trial. / L--
$60.00 Telephone call with Don Watkins re status 
of the case. 
$180.00 Receipt and review Objection to Plaintiff's /3
3 Motion For Reconsideration by Doug 
Watkins and Joinder's by Brian Watkins 
and Eugene Watkins; confer with Steve 
Wieland re drafting the Plaintiff's Reply to 
the Objections. 
$420.00 Research law governing summary 
judgment in cases where damages are 
contested; research case law in situations 
where there is no evidence of any 
damages at all. 
$150.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Wieland re 
Tharp's request for an extension of time to 
respond to Plaintiff's discovery requests; 
receipt and review draft Reply 
Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's 
Motion To Reconsider. 
$868.00 Follow-up research on case law in which a A 
court grants summary judgment on liability 1 
for breach of an instrument to pay money; J ;i 'o Gf , 3 J 
follow-up research on cases in which a 
def end ant attempts to use a counterclaim 
as a defense in summary judgment 
proceedings; draft Reply Memorandum in 
Support of Motion to Reconsider; meet 
with C. Pierce re scheduling issues; 
telephone conference with W. Tharp re 
late discovery responses; follow-up e-mail 
to W. Tharp re same. 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
11/20/14 Steven Wieland 1.70 $238.00 Edit, revise, and finalize Reply 
Memorandum in Support of Motion to 
Reconsider Order Denying Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment. 
11/21/14 Steven Wieland .20 $28.00 Review discovery documents on file; e-
mail M. Clark and J. Richards re 
outstanding discovery requests to Gene. 
11/24/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $600.00 Prepare for court hearing on Plaintiff's %zoo Motion For Reconsideration; attend court and present Plaintiff's Motion For 
Reconsideration; telephone call to Don 
and Stella Watkins re court is granting 
Motion For Reconsideration. 
11/24/14 Steven Wieland 1.20 $168.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on Motion 
to Reconsider. 
11/25/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.00 $300.00 Review and approve Form of Order ~ 
Granting Partial Summary Judgment for I foO Plaintiff; review and approve letters to 
counsel for Doug Watkins and counsel for 3 
Eugene Watkins setting deadlines for 
discovery responses. 
11/25/14 Steven Wieland 2.00 $280.00 Draft final meet and confer letters to W. 
Tharp and E. Schiller; draft Proposed 
Order on Motion to Reconsider; edit and 
revise same; work with C. Pierce on 
sending letters and finalizing proposed 
order. 
11/28/14 Steven Wieland .10 $14.00 E-mail M. Clark re discovery e-mail from 
W. Tharp's assistant. 
~ 12/1/14 Merlyn W. Clark .30 $90.00 Exchange e-mails with K. Dinius and E. «r 
Schiller re available dates for trial. 
12/3/14 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Exchange e-mails with counsel for h 
Eugene and Doug and issue a Notice of ~· I) 
Deposition for Eugene; begin drafting a 3 
new stipulation for scheduling the trial and 
pretrial proceedings. 
12/3/14 Steve Smith 3.40 $782.00 Work on trial preparation issues. 
12/5/14 Merlyn W. Clark .50 $150;00 Telephone call to Don Watkins re status of 
the case; exchange e-mails with Jace 
Richards re trial schedule and notice to 
Denise McClure and Dennis Reinstein. 
12/5/14 Steven Wieland .20 $28.00 Review e-mail correspondence from M. 
Clark. 
}{ ?O 12/12/14 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Exchange e-mails with Judge Moody re the Scheduling Stipulation for Trial and 
Pretrial proceedings (0.2). 
12/12/14 Steven Wieland 3.20 $448.00 Draft pretrial deadline stipulation and 
proposed order; work on Motion to 
Compel and Declaration in Support. 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
12/15/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $840.00 Review and sign Stipulation for Trail, Pre-~ 
-HJ Trial Schedule and Proposed Order; begin 3 
reviewing depositions of Defendants to 
determine whether additional depositions 
are necessary. 
12/15/14 Steve Smith 2.00 $460.00 Trial preparation. 
12/15/14 Steven Wieland 2.20 $308.00 Finish draft of Motion to Compel Discovery 
and Declaration of S. Wieland in Support; 
edit and revise stipulation for trial setting 
and pretrial schedule; e-mail opposing 
counsel re stipulation and proposed order. 
12/16/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.10 $930.00 Continue reviewing depositions of 
Defendants to prepare for Team meeting. 
12/16/14 Steven Wieland .90 $126.00 Study rules governing subpoenas of non-
parties for taking of a deposition; draft 
Subpoena (Second) to G. Wadsworth for 
Taking of Oral Deposition; e-mail M. Clark 
re same. 
12/17/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.40 $420.00 Review George Wadsworth file to revise 
and reduce deposition examination of 
George. 
12/18/14 Merlyn W. Clark 3.10 $930.00 Review claims and depositions of 
Defendants to prepare for meeting with S. 
Neighbors and J. Richards to plan a 
course of action. 
12/19/14 Merlyn W. Clark 2.20 $660.00 Continue to review outline for George's h 
deposition and revise it; meet with S. h <J-z_o 
Neighbors and J. Richards re a plan of 
action for discovery and trial; draft e-ma· 3 
to E. Schiller re scheduling stipulation. 
12/19/14 Steve Smith 2.10 $483.00 Trial preparation including meeting with 
Watkins team regarding streamlining trial. 
12/19/14 Steven Wieland 2.10 $294.00 Participate in litigation team meeting; draft 
motion for scheduling order. 
12/22/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.80 $540.00 Telephone call to E. Schiller re Stipulation 
to Trial and Pre-trial Schedule; draft e-mail 
to E. Schiller to transmit the Stipulation for 
his signature; telephone call to B. Tharp's 
office; telephone call to attorney for the 
Oregon Professional Liability Fund; 
telephone call to the Administrator of the 
Oregon Professional Liability Fund re 
Brian Watkins case; draft e-mail report to 
J. Richards re Oregon Professional 
Liability Fund; receipt and review 
Stipulation signed by E. Schiller. 
12/22/14 Steve Smith 2.10 $483.00 Trial preparation. 
12/22/14 Steven Wieland .10 $14.00 E-mail exchange with M. Clark re 





File No.: 44787-0001 e January 27, 2015 e Invoice No.: 289009 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
12/29/14 Merlyn W. Clark 1.40 $420.00 Telephone call with B. Jagelski, attorney 
hired by Oregon Fund to withdraw B. 
Tharp from the case; review and revise 
Motion for Rescheduling Order; draft e-
mail to J. Richards re telephone call with 
B. Jagelski; receipt and review e-mail from 
J. Richards with draft letter from T. Grimm; 
review and sign Motion and Declaration of 
M. Clark and review proposed Order to 
the coyrt for the Scheduling of Trial and 
Pre-trial. 
12/29/14 Steven Wieland 1.40 $196.00 Review e-mails from M. Clark re status of 
W. Tharp; draft Declaration of M. Clark in 
Support of Motion for Scheduling Order; 
edit, revise, and proofread Motion for 
Scheduling Order, Clark Declaration, and 
Proposed Order; confer with M. Clark re 
same. 
12/30/14 Merlyn W. Clark .30 $90.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
wording of the proposed court order and 
re T. Grimm's response to Jaces letter. 
12/30/14 Steven Wieland .10 $14.00 Finalize Motion for Scheduling Order and 
supporting documents. 
12/31/14 Steve Smith 1.00 $230.00 Work on trial preparation issues. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 23.50 $300.00 $7,050.00 
Steve Smith Attorney 26.70 $230.00 $6,141.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 25.40 $140.00 $3,556.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 75.60 Services: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
12/31/14 Copying 96 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
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When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 







ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 March 20, 2015 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 290459 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
For services through 02/28/15 in connection with: 








Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 04/19/15 
Attorney/Paralegal 
Steve Smith 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steve Smith 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Steve Smith 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.50 $1,035.00 Begin preparation for trial with reading of 
discovery. 
.70 $210.00 Receipt and review letter to District Court 
from Yturri Rose, Motion to Withdraw Bill 
Tharp, Notice of Special Appearance by 
Yturri Rose, Affidavit of Bill Tharp, Affidavit 
of Bruno Jagelski, and Proposed Order of 
Withdrawal; transmit documents to Jace 
Richards. 
2.00 $460.00 Trial preparation. 
.10 $30.00 Exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
depositions scheduling. 
2.70 $621.00 Work on trial preparation with focus on 
witness preparations. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law} will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1/7/15 Merlyn W. Clark .70 $210.00 Draft e-mail to counsel for Defendants re 
Plan to vacate deposition of Eugene 
Watkins; review and issue formal notice to 
vacate deposition of Eugene Watkins; 
receipt and review information re 
investigation of bank accounts and 
exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors re 
Defendants' plans to evade payment of 
the Nursing Home contracts. 
1/7/15 Steve Smith 3.40 $782.00 Trial preparation with focus on review of 
deposition transcripts. 
1/7/15 Steven Wieland 2.50 $350.00 Draft, edit, revise, and finalize non-
opposition to Motion to Withdraw; edit and 
finalize notice vacating deposition of 
Eugene Watkins; call Phenix 
Investigations re potential asset 
investigation services and e-mail litigation 
team re same. 
1/8/15 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Receipt and review Order Scheduling Trial 
and Pre-Trial Proceedings; draft e-mail to 
J. Richards to transmit the Scheduling 
Order to him and S. Neighbors; draft e-
mail to D. McClure with the Scheduling 
Order. 
1/8/15 Steve Smith 4.00 $920.00 Read various trial setting e-mails and 
continue preparation. 
1/9/15 Steve Smith 3.80 $874.00 Continue to prepare for trial. 
1/14/15 Merlyn W. Clark .50 $150.00 Receipt and review Order Setting Hearing 
on Tharp's Motion to Withdraw; arrange 
for S. Wieland to attend the hearing; 
exchange e-mails with J. Richards re the 
hearing. 
1/14/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Trial preparation with focus on witness 
preparation. 
1/15/15 Steve Smith 2.80 $644.00 Work on trial preparation. 
1/16/15 Steve Smith 4.00 $920.00 Trial preparation. 
1/19/15 Steve Smith 4.00 $920.00 Trial preparation. 
1/20/15 Merlyn W. Clark .10 $30.00 Receipt an<;t review non-opposition to 
Tharp's Motion to Withdraw from Dinius. 
1/20/15 Steve Smith 5.00 $1,150.00 Trial preparation focused on reading and 
analysis of depositions and other 
discovery. 
1/20/15 Steven Wieland 1.60 $224.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on Tharp's 
motion to withdraw; e-mail summary of 
events to litigation team. 
1/21/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Continue review of all testimony in 
preparation for trial. 
1/22/15 Merlyn W. Clark .10 $30.00 Receipt and review Order Granting 
Tharp's Motion to Withdraw. 
Page 2 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1/22/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Trial preparation. 
1/23/15 Steve Smith 3.10 $713.00 Trial preparation. 
1/26/15 Steve Smith 3.40 $782.00 Work on trial preparation. 
1/27/15 Steve Smith 3.90 $897.00 Review multiple e-mails regarding trial and 
prepare for same. 
1/30/15 Steve Smith 3.90 $897.00 Continue trial preparation. 
2/2/15 Steve Smith 1.30 $299.00 Continue prepatation for trial. 
2/4/15 Steve Smith 2.50 $575.00 Work on trial preparation. 
2/6/15 Steve Smith 1.90 $437.00 Continued trial preparation. 
2/11/15 Steven Wieland .20 $28.00 Check status of filings in case; e-mail M. 
Clark re subpoena to G. Wadsworth. 
2/12/15 Steven Wieland .10 $14.00 E-mail S. Montosa re obtaining "Answer to 
Order Allowing Withdrawal" from court. 
2/13/15 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Telephone call with attorney for George 
Wadsworth re Wadsworth deposition; draft 
e-mail to Jace Richards re Wadsworth 
deposition. 
2/13/15 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 Review Answer to Order Allowing 
Withdrawal; edit and revise Subpoena to 
G. Wadsworth. 
2/17/15 Steve Smith 2.50 $575.00 Trial preparation. 
2/19/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.50 $450.00 Confer with S. Smith re telephone call 
from Don Watkins; exchange e-mails with 
Jace Richards re deposition of George 
Wadsworth; confer with S. Wieland re 
need for order restraining Brian Watkins 
from dissipating assets of the Shopping 
Center; exchange e-mails with S. Smith 
and S. Wieland re getting a restraining 
order on Brian Watkins; receipt and review 
e-mail from Jace Richards re shopping 
center information and documents. 
2/19/15 Steve Smith 1.50 $345.00 Work on Country Square issues. 
2/19/15 Steven Wieland .90 $126.00 Edit, revise, and finalize subpoena re G. 
Wadsworth's deposition; e-mail 
exchanges with litigation team re depletion 
of Country Square bank account funds. 
2/20/15 Merlyn W. Clark .50 $150.00 Review and approve Subpoena for 
fr George Wadsworth and letter to counsel ?/7 '.5' for Mr. Wadsworth; confer with S. Smith and S. Wieland re procedure for prejudgment attachment Order to stop 
Brian Watkins from dissipating assets. 
2/21/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Review transcripts of depositions of h 4l{O 
Sharon Wadsworth and prepare for the ~ 
deposition of George Wadsworth. 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2/21/15 Steven Wieland .40 $56.00 Telephone call with J. Richards re 
Application for Writ of Attachment. 
~ 2/22/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.10 $630.00 Continue to prepare for the George 2\0 Wadsworth deposition. 
2/22/15 Steve Smith 1.00 $230.00 Trial prep and review multiple emails re 
TAO filing. 
2/22/15 Steven Wieland 5.20 $728.00 Research laws governing lis pendens 
filings; research prejudgment writs of 
attachment and locate model documents; 
draft Application for Writ of Attachment; e-
mail litigation team re draft and additional 
information needed. 
2/23/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.80 $840.00 Review outline for deposition of George 
Wadsworth and add areas and questions 
to ask Mr. Wadsworth; review situation re 
Country Square funds distributed by Brian 
h Watkins with S. Smith and research rules re restraining orders and prejudgment tltO attachments; telephone call with S. p Neighbors, J. Richards, S. Smith and S. Wieland re situation with Country Squar , 
exchange e-mails with S. Smith, S. 
Wieland and J. Richards re Country 
Square issue; exchange e-mails with D. 
McClure re Wadsworth deposition; 
exchange emails with J. Richards about 
attaching the proceeds of the checks 
received by the Defendants. 
2/23/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Continued trial preparation, review of 
Country Square issues and phone call 
with J. Richards re same, review S. 
Neighbors e-mail; conference call with 
team. 
2/23/15 Steven Wieland 3.60 $504.00 Telephonic conference with litigation team 
re Writ of Attachment and temporary 
restraining orders; confer with M. Clark re 
preparing for deposition of G. Wadsworth; 
work on outline for deposition. 
2/24/15 Merlyn W. Clark .80 $240.00 Receipt and review e-mail from Jace 
f§ Richards re outline for George Wadsworth ~o deposition with excerpts from DOW depositions transcripts; receipt and review 
deposition outline prepared by S. Wieland. 
2/24/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Trial preparation with focus upon Country 
Square looting issue and preparation of 
TRO and supporting documents re same. 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2/24/15 Steven Wieland 7.80 $1,092.00 Review previous deposition transcripts; 
review notes and case timelines; review e-
mails from J. Richards and D. McClure; h 3&t-f augment and reorganize deposition 
outline for G. Wadsworth; locate and 3 
assemble deposition exhibits; analyze 
rules governing temporary restraining 
orders and preliminary injunctions and 
confer with S. Smith re same. 
2/25/15 Merlyn W. Clark .60 $180.00 Receipt and review Jace Richards' revise~ 
deposition outline for George Wadsworth 3 ~o deposition; receipt and review e-mail from 
J. Richards with records of Don's real 
properties. 
2/25/15 Steve Smith 2.40 $552.00 Work on TRO and Country Square issue. h r-zo 
2/25/15 Steven Wieland 1.50 $210.00 Telephone call with D. McClure re 3 
preparing for G. Wadsworth deposition; 
finish work on deposition preparation. 
4 '"-o 2/26/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.50 $1,350.00 Continue to prepare for the deposition of h 
George Wadsworth; take the deposition of 
George Wadsworth. 
2/26/15 Steve Smith 2.50 $575.00 Attend G. Wadsworth deposition, read 
transcript and notes, work on TRO issues. 
2/26/15 Steven Wieland 2.70 $378.00 Work with S. Montosa on final 
preparations for G. Wadsworth deposition; 
telephone call with J. Richards re 
deposition outcome; begin work on Motion 
for Preliminary Injunction; call to A. Bosch 
re declaration of S. Wadsworth. 
2/27/15 . Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Write TRO re Country Square, review 
multiple e-mails from J. Richards re same, 
research TRO issue and conference with 
M. Clark re trial practice. 
2/27/15 Steven Wieland .50 $70.00 Telephone call with J. Jameson re 
Declaration of S. Wadsworth in Support of 
TRO; e-mail litigation team re same. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 20.60 $300.00 $6,180.00 
Steve Smith Attorney 84.10 $230.00 $19,343.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 27.30 $140.00 $3,822.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 132.00 Services: $29,345.00 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
2/28/15 Copying 761 $136.98 
2/25/15 Messenger 1 $4.00 
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Disbursements and Other Charges 
Messenger 
Messenger 




Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing# 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 









Invoice No.: 290459 
$152.98 
$29,497.98 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 








ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 5. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 April 14, 2015 
INVOICE 
Invoice No.: 291287 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
For services through 04/13/15 in connection with: 







Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 






Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
2.50 $575.00 Prepare for trial. 
2.40 $336.00 Draft Declaration of S. Wadsworth in 
Support of Temporary Restraining Order; 
work on draft of Memorandum. 
1.10 $253.00 Prepare for trial. 
3.70 $518.00 Research laws governing exemptions 
from execution; work on draft of Motion for 
Temporary Restraining Order; review 
record in search of information on 
defendants' financial status. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001555
i I , e File No.: 44787-0001 e April 14, 2015 Invoice No.: 291287 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
3/4/15 Merlyn W. Clark .70 $0.00 Confer with S. Wieland re Restraining 
Order against Brian Watkins; receipt and 
review draft declaration of Sharon 
Wadsworth and e-mail to her attorney; 
receipt and review balance sheets of Brian 
and Doug. 
3/4/15 Steve Smith 1.50 $345.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/4/15 Steven Wieland 2.10 $294.00 Finish draft of Motion and Memorandum in 
Support of Temporary Restraining Order 
and Preliminary Injunction; begin work on 
draft of Order to Show Cause and 
Temporary Restraining Order; e-mail to J. 
Jameson re draft of Declaration of S. 
Wadsworth. 
3/5/15 Steven Wieland 1.50 $210.00 Finish drafting Temporary Restraining 
Order and Order to Show Cause. 
3/6/15 Steve Smith 4.50 $1,035.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/7/15 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Receipt and review Brian's Motion to 
Vacate and Reschedule Trial and draft 
instructions to S. Wieland to object to the 
motion. 
3/7/15 Steve Smith 2.00 $460.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/9/15 Steven Wieland 2.80 $392.00 Review and case record and repository 
records in preparation for drafting 
Objection to Motion to Vacate Trial; meet 
with J. Rosborough to discuss drafting 
case timeline. 
3/10/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.60 $780.00 Review Transcript of Hearing on Tharp's 
Motion to Withdraw and confer with S. 
Wieland re objections to Brian's Motion to 
Vacate the Trial; exchange e-mails with 
Jace Richards re Brian's Motion to vacate 
trial; begin researching jury instructions for 
trial. 
3/10/15 Steve Smith 1.00 $230.00 Continued trial preparation. 
3/10/15 Steven Wieland .40 $56.00 Review hearing transcript from January 
20, 2015 hearing. 
3/12/15 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Receipt and review Order Denying Motion 
to Continue Trial. 
3/12/15 Steve Smith 2.00 $460.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/12/15 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 Review of order denying Motion to Vacate 
Trial; e-mail J. Rosborough re same. 
3/13/15 Steve Smith 2.00 $460.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/13/15 Steven Wieland .20 $28.00 Telephone call to J. Jameson re status of 
S. Wadsworth declaration. 
Page2 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
3/16/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $600.00 Exchange e-mails with Dennis Reinstein 
re his testimony at trial; review Reinstein's 
expert witness report; review D. McClure's 
reports to determine whether Reinstein 
testimony is necessary and to plan the 
presentation of her testimony; continue to 
prepare for trial. 
3/17/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $600.00 Confer with S. Wieland re issues trying to 
get a subpoena from Sharon Wadsworth 
for an order to enjoin Country Square 
distributions; continue to review deposition 
transcripts of Defendants and designate 
testimony to be used at trial. 
3/17/15 Steve Smith 2.40 $552.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/18/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.30 $990.00 Continue to review transcripts of 
depositions of Defendants for testimony to 
be used in trial. 
3/18/15 Steve Smith 2.40 $552.00 Continue preparing for trial. 
3/18/15 Steven Wieland 2.30 $322.00 Draft letter to Colliers International re 
intent to file for temporary restraining 
order and preliminary injunction. 
3/19/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 $900.00 Review and edit final draft of letter to 
Colliers re Country Square; continue to 
study deposition transcripts of 
Defendants; review pleadings and claims 
to be asserted and proven in trial; 
continue with preparation for trial. 
3/19/15 Steve Smith 2.80 $644.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/19/15 Steven Wieland .50 $70.00 Edit, revise, and finalize letter to Colliers 
International re impending application for 
injunctive relief; telephone call with Judge 
Moody's clerk re model jury instructions. 
3/20/15 Merlyn W. Clark 5.50 $1,650.00 Continue with trial preparation, review of 
possible exhibits to support the testimony 
of Denise McClure. 
3/23/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 $900.00 Continue to review exhibits for trial and 
work on the proof plan for each of the 
claims; review the chronology prepared by 
S. Wieland. 
3/23/15 Steve Smith 2.50 $575.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/23/15 Steven Wieland 1.30 $182.00 Confer with M. Clark re identifying claims 
and meet-and-confer with B. Watkins; 
confer with J. Bauer re law governing 
people serving simultaneously as a 
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3/24/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,040.00 Draft e-mail to counsel for Doug and 
Eugene re attorneys conference ordered 
by the court; telephone call with Brian 
I{ G,,;l) Watkins re meeting with him pursuant to the Court's Order; continue to review 
claims and the proof necessary for each 
claim; telephone call with Jace Richards 
re narrowing the claims to be proven at 
trial; continue to review documents to be 
used to support Denise McClure's 
Opinions; meet with trial team. 
3/24/15 Steve Smith 3.50 $805.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/24/15 Steven Wieland 2.30 $322.00 Meet with M. Clark, S. Smith, and J. 
Rosborough re preparing exhibit and 
witness lists for disclosure; telephone 
conference with D. McClure re gathering 
documents used in forming expert 
opinions. 
3/24/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 3.10 $480.50 Confer with M. Clark regarding trial A 
Ibo .t'l preparation; analysis of documents for 
potential use at trial; draft witness list and 3 
exhibit list; prepare material for attorney 
review. 
3/25/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.00 $1,200.00 Prepare for meeting with Jace Richards; 
meet with Jace Richards and the trial 
team to review and narrow the scope of 
claims to be asserted and proven at trial. 
Exchange e-mails with counsel for 
Defendants re the attorneys' conference 
that is court ordered; receipt and review 
judgments against Brian Wat~ins on Ada 
County Court Records; draft e-mail to 
Brian Watkins to transmit the Court's 
Scheduling Order. 
3/25/15 Steve Smith 2.20 $506.00 Prepare for trial, long meeting with Jace 
Richards re same. 
3/25/15 Steven Wieland 1.80 $252.00 Meet with litigation team to identify claims 
for trial; e-mail litigation team proof 
outlines and other work product. 
3/26/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $1,980.00 Continue to review documents to be 
marked as exhibits for trial; meet with the 
Watkins trial team re preparation of 
exhibits and the witness list for trial; 
continue to review documents and 
designate exhibits for trial exchange e-
mails with Jace Richards re the 
Judgments against Brian Watkins; review 
draft Exhibits List to be filed and served on 
Defendants. 
3/26/15 Steve Smith 4.50 $1,035.00 Prepare for trial, including long 
preparation meeting with team and work 
on direct exams. 
Page 4 
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3/26/15 Steven Wieland 5.10 $714.00 Meet with D. McClure re assembling 
exhibits and expert materials; review case 
timeline to identify exhibits; litigation team 
meeting to discuss trial preparation. 
3/26/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 8.40 $1,302.00 Confer with D. McClure and client 
regarding trial preparation; analysis of 
documents for potential use at trial; draft 
witness list and exhibit list; prepare 
material for attorney review. 
3/27/15 Merlyn W. Clark 7.90 $2,370.00 Review and edit the Plaintiff's Witnesses 
List to be submitted to the Court and 
counsel; telephone call with the lawyers £. 
for Defendants re exchanging exhibits and 
witness lists; meet with the Watkins Trial . 
Team re preparation of exhibits; meet with ~ ?:i ~ t;"" 
S. Neighbors and Jace Richards re claims 
to be prosecuted and trial strategy; confer 
with S. Smith re jury selection for trial; 
continue with preparation for trial; 
exchange e-mails with Brian Watkins re 
the exchange of exhibits and witness list; 
draft e-mail to D. Reinstein re his 
testimony is unnecessary in trial. 
3/27/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Prepare for trial, including meetings with 
all parties and focus on preparation of 
direct exams of Neighbors and Don 
Watkins. 
3/27/15 Steven Wieland 1.00 $140.00 Meet with litigation team to discuss exhibit 
list, trial strategy, and claims. 
3/27/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 6.40 $992.00 Analysis of documents for potential use at 
trial; draft witness list and exhibit list; 
prepare material for attorney review. 
3/27/15 Christian Wamhoff 1.80 $198.00 Assist in identification and preparation of 
trial exhibits. 
3/28/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,040.00 Continue with preparations for trial; work 
on stipulated facts pursuant to the court 
order; continue planning the testimony of 
D. McClure; review draft exhibits list; 
review revised chronology. 
3/28/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 2.00 $310.00 Compile material for use at trial; draft trial 
exhibit; draft witness list. 
3/29/15 Steven Wieland 3.00 $420.00 Work with J. Rosborough and J. Richards 
on gathering and identifying exhibits for 
exhibit list. 
3/29/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 8.50 $1,317.50 Confer with client and S. Wieland 
regarding trial exhibits; draft trial exhibit 
list; compile material for use at trial. 
Page 5 
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3/30/15 Merlyn W. Clark 7.80 $2,340.00 Continue with trial preparation; review S. 
Neighbors' deposition, Affidavit and expert 
witness report; meet with J. Richards, S. 
Neighbors and trial team; review and edit 
final draft exhibits list; prepare for meeting 
with D. McClure to prepare exhibits to use 
during her testimony. 
3/30/15 Steve Smith 5.10 $1,173.00 Prepare for trial with work on witness 
examinations. 
3/30/15 Steven Wieland 3.00 $420.00 Work on demonstrative slides for S. 
Neighbors testimony; attend meeting with 
litigation team to prepare exhibits for S. 
Neighbors testimony; work with J. 
Rosborough on exhibit list. 
3/30/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 10.50 $1,627.50 Confer with attorneys re trial preparation; 
compile material for use at trial; draft 
exhibit list; review/analysis of documents. 
3/31/15 Merlyn W. Clark 8.50 $2,550.00 Meeting with Trial team to organize 
exhibits for D. McClure's testimony; 
exchange e-mails with B. Watkins re 
settlement proposal from Plaintiff; 
exchange e-mails with J. Richards and J. 
Rosborough re additional exhibits; receive 
and review exhibits revised by D. 
McClure; continue with trial preparation. 
3/31/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Prepare for trial. 
3/31/15 Steven Wieland 6.50 $910.00 Meet with litigation team to prepare 
powerpoint slides for D. McClure; work on 
gathering last exhibits. 
3/31/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 13.50 $2,092.50 Confer with D. McClure and J. Richards 
regarding trial preparation; compile 
material for use at trial; draft exhibit list; 
prepare plaintiff's trial exhibits. 
3/31/15 Christian Wamhoff .80 $88.00 Assist in identification and preparation of 
trial exhibits. 
4/1/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.50 $1,950.00 Continue to prepare for trial; draft emails 
to B. Watkins re settlement proposals; 
review and revise the exhibits list and 
witness list of Plaintiff. 
4/1/15 Steven Wieland .30 $42.00 E-mail exchanges with J. Rosborough re 
finalizing exhibit list. 
4/3/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Continue to prepare for trial; telephone 
call with K. Dinius re possibilities for 
settlement; telephone call with S. Smith re 
status of trial preparation and settlement 
issues. 
4/4/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.70 $2,010.00 Continue with trial preparation direct and 
cross of Brian Watkins; work on direct 
examination for D. McClure. 
Page 6 
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4/6/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $1,980.00 Continue to work on trial preparation; 
meet with S. Neighbors re settlement 
proposals; exchange e-mails with K. 
Dinius re exchanging exhibits; confer with 
S. Wieland re preparation of the trial 
memorandum; draft settlement offers to 
each of the Def end ants. f:{ tM,.t.1 4/6/15 Steven Wieland 4.00 $560.00 Work on Pre-Trial Memorandum fact and 
issue statement sections. 
4/7/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.60 $1,980.00 Continue trial preparation; review draft A 
Trial Memorandum; confer with S. bG:> 0 
Wieland re content of Trial Memorandum' 3 
review claims to add to the Trial 
Memorandum; exchange e-mails with K. 
Dinius and Ed Schiller re Trial 
Memorandum. 
4/7/15 Steven Wieland 4.00 $560.00 Research fiduciary and accounting duties 
of trustees; research fiduciary and 
accounting duties of attorneys-in-fact; 
review documents received from J. 
Richards and incorporate same into 
Pretrial Brief; consult with M. Clark on 
Pretrial Brief; finish draft of Pretrial Brief. 
4/7/15 Tayler Tibbitts 1.30 $221.00 Assist in preparation of trial brief. 
4/8/15 Merlyn W. Clark 8.40 $2,520.00 Continue with trial preparation continue 
drafting the Plaintiff's Trial Brief; confer 
with S. Smith re trial preparation and 
possible settlements with Defendants; 
receipt and review List of Don't Assets 
Acquired and Sold; exchange emails with 
Ed Schiller and K. Dinius re pre-trial 
schedule; receipt and review revised Pre-
Trial Memorandum of Plaintiff; receipt and 
review Jace Richards' comments for the 
Trial Brief. 
~ 4/8/15 Steven Wieland 1.80 $252.00 Edit and revise Pretrial Memorandum. ~·~( 
4/8/15 Tayler Tibbitts .50 $85.00 Assist in preparation of Trial Brief; discuss 
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4/9/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.50 $450.00 Continue with drafting the Plaintiffs Trial 
Brief; continue preparing for trail; receipt 
and review offer of settlement from Brian 
Watkins and transmit it to Jace Richards 
and S. Neighbors; receipt and review e-
mail from J. Richards re Brian's Offer of 
Settlement; exchange e-mails with J. 
Richards re Brian's offer of settlement; 
f (lfl 1S make further revisions in the Trial Brief and transmit it to the Watkins Trial Team 
for review and comments; review 
additional legal authorities; receipt and 
review Doug Watkins Exhibit List and 
Supplemental production of documents; 
receipt and review offer to settle from 
Eugene Watkins; receipt and review 
Eugene Watkins Exhibit List. 
4/9/15 Steven Wieland 2.50 $350.00 Research additional case law relating to 
breach of contract claims; research case 
law relating to fraud as a defense to 
breach of contract; research jury 
instructions; final edits and revisions to 
Pretrial Memorandum. 
4/10/15 Sheila R. Schwager .50 $140.00 Meeting with Steve Neighbors, Merlyn 
Clark, and Steve Smith regarding 
underlying non-discharge and bankruptcy 
issues. 
4/10/15 Steven Wieland 1.50 $210.00 Review exhibit and witness lists from 
opposing counsel and work with litigation 
team to prepare for pretrial conference. 
4/12/15 Steven Wieland .20 $28.00 Assist M. Clark with preparation for 
Pretrial Conference. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 111.10 $300.00 $33,330.00 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner .70 $0.00 $0.00 
Sheila R. Schwager Partner .50 $280.00 $140.00 
Steve Smith Attorney 48.00 $230.00 $11,040.00 
Steven Wieland Associate 54.50 $140.00 $7,630.00 
Tayler Tibbitts Associate 1.80 $170.00 $306.00 
Jacalyn Rosborough Paralegal 52.40 $155.00 $8,122.00 
Services 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 2.60 $110.00 $286.00 
Services 
Total for Legal 









Disbursements and Other Charges 
Copying 
Client Charges - Tiffany Fisher Court Reporting, 
LLC Expedited Transcript of Hearing held on 
01/20/2015 before Judge Moody. 
Meals - Wells Fargo Bank - Commercial Cards 





Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017 -4 7 










Invoice No.: 291287 
$225.42 
$61,079.42 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 






ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene• Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 June 9, 2015 Invoice No.: 292998 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
INVOICE 
For services through 05/31/15 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
Less Unallocated Payments Applied: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Outstanding Invoices 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
04/14/15 291287 $1,079.42 
Total Outstanding Invoices: $1,079.42 
If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 07/09/15 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Date 
6/9/15 
Total Hours: 0.00 
Disbursements and Other Charges 
Client Charges - Averti Fraud Solutions Forensic 
Accounting Services 05/01/2014-03/31/2015 
Quantity 
1 




PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 






After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Disbursements and Other Charges 








Less Unallocated Payments Applied: 
Total Due This Invoice: 




Retainer/Trust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 











When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 







ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
June 17, 2015 
INVOICE 
For services through 05/31/15 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Outstanding Invoices 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
04/14/15 291287 $1,079.42 
Total Outstanding Invoices: $1,079.42 
If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 












Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.50 $1,035.00 Prepare for trial. 
.50 $55.00 Review file; compile a comprehensive 
Excel spreadsheet of all discovery 
requests and their responses by each 
party in preparation for trial. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4/1/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 9.00 $1,395.00 Compile material for use at trial; draft 1§__ 
exhibit list; prepare plaintiff's trial exhibits. 
4/1/15 Christian Wamhoff 1.50 $165.00 Assist in identification and preparation of 
trial exhibits. 
4/2/15 Steve Smith 6.50 $1,495.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/2/15 David Rojas .60 $66.00 Obtain the Data CD titled Plaintiff's Trial 
Exhibits (PTX1-PTX245 and PDX1-
PDX1A) from J. Rosborough; upload the 
same to TrialDirector in preparation for 
trial. 
4/2/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 1.80 $279.00 Attention to documents provided by 
expert; prepare material for use at trial; 
update database records. 
4/3/15 Steve Smith 5.00 $1,150.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/3/15 David Rojas .80 $88.00 Review file; verify all discovery requests 
and their responses are present in Hawley 
Troxell's records; listed all existing and 
missing documents on the spreadsheet in 
preparation for trial. 
4/6/15 Steve Smith 4.50 $1,035.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/7/15 Steve Smith 6.00 $1,380.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/8/15 Steve Smith 4.50 $1,035.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/8/15 David Rojas 2.40 $264.00 Review and organize all discovery 
requests and their associated responses; 
compile and verify all transcript 
depositions are certified copies; order all 
missing deposition transcripts from M&M 
Court Reporter. 
4/9/15 Steve Smith 5.00 $1,150.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/9/15 David Rojas 1.50 $165.00 Verify that all depositions are in Hawley 
Troxell's physical and electronic file; 
,create a link to each deposition on the 
discovery responses spreadsheet; upload 
exhibits into Tria1Director in preparation for 
trial. 
4/10/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.20 $660.00 Continue with preparations for trial. 
4/10/15 Steve Smith 5.50 $1,265.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/10/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 5.10 $790.50 Review/analysis of material for use at trial; 
prepare trial exhibits; attention to 
defendants' pretrial submissions. 
4/11/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.20 $660.00 Continue to review exhibits of Doug h 2~0 Watkins and prepare for the pre-trial conference with the judge. 
4/11/15 Steve Smith 2.00 $460.00 Prepare for trial. 
Page 2 
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4/12/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.80 $540.00 Receipt and review updated slides from 
Denise McClure; exchange e-mails with 
Denise McClure re real estate contracts 
balances; transmit Supplemental 
Declaration of S. Neighbors to D. 
McClure; receipt and review McClure's 
Schedule of Real Estate Contracts 
balances and assumptions for the 
calculations. 
4/12/15 Steve Smith 2.50 $575.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/13/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.70 $2,010.00 Attend the Pre-Trial Conference with the 
Court; receipt and review Doug Watkins 
Supplemental Discovery and audio disk of 
minutes of meetings of country square 
owners and arrange for transcription of 
audio recordings; exchange e-mails with 
J. Richards re audio recordings; exchange 
e-mails with B. Watkins re contact 
information for his witness, Ervin 
Urbaniak. 
4/13/15 Steve Smith 6.00 $1,380.00 Prepare for trial; attend pre-trial 
conference and multiple discussions re 
bankruptcy issues related to B. Watkins. 
4/13/15 David Rojas 3.30 $363.00 Review and analyze the Hawley Troxell 
file to identify pertinent trial exhibits and 
transcripts to be upload to TrialDirector in 
preparation for trial. 
4/13/15 Jacalyn Rosborough .50 $77.50 Attend pretrial conference. 
4/14/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.50 $1,050.00 Exchange e-mails with paralegal re use of 
courtroom technology at trial; receipt and 
review e-mail from J. Richards re 
comparing McClure slides with his notes; 
telephone call with J. Richards re trial 
preparation; continue with trial 
preparation. 
4/14/15 Steve Smith 2.50 $575.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/14/15 David Rojas 2.20 $242.00 Review, organize and upload exhibits to 
Tria1Director; contact Ada County Court 
Operations Manager E. Johnson to 
discuss the necessary equipment to run 
TrialDirector in the courtroom; make 
appointment to test electronic equipment. 
4/14/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 1.00 $155.00 Compile material for use at trial. ~i~\O 4/15/15 Merlyn W. Clark .70 $210.00 Begin reviewing transcript of meeting of 
Country Square owners designated as an 
exhibit by Doug Watkins. 
4/15/15 Steve Smith 3.50 $805.00 Prepare for trial. 
Page3 
001568
File No.: 44787-0001 e June 17, 2015 e Invoice No.: 293355 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4/16/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.60 $1,380.00 Receipt and review e-mail from D. 
McClure re comparing her methodology 
for calculating real estate contract 
balances with S. Neighbor's calculations; 
receipt and review medical expense 
schedule prepared by Tina for Don; 
receipt and review Pre-Trial Memorandum 
of Eugene Watkins, receipt and review e-
mail from K. Dinius re settlement proposal 
from Doug; exchange e-mails with S. 
Neighbors re Doug Watkins' proposal for 
settlement; draft e-mail to K. Dinius 
rejecting Doug's proposal; continue to 
prepare for trial. 
4/16/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Continue to prepare for trial. 
):{ \ "'I ~ I '!i' 4/16/15 David Rojas 3.50 $385.00 Continue to compile, review and upload 
the pertinent trial exhibits into Tria1Director 
in preparation for trial. 
4/17/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Telephone call with Patrick Geile attorney 
for Brian Watkins re bankruptcy filing by 
Brian; exchange e-mails with Mr. Geile; 
draft e-mail to J. Richards and S. 
Neighbors re telephone call with Geile; 
telephone call with K. Dinius re settlement 
issues and continuing the trial; exchange 
e-mails with S. Schwager re bankruptcy 
issues and law; research bankruptcy laws 
re stay of proceedings. 
4/17/15 Steve Smith 3.10 $713.00 Prepare for trial with focus on Don 
Watkins examination. 
4/17/15 Beth Coonts .20 $39.00 Review factual issues re potential 
bankruptcy filing. 
4/18/15 Merlyn W. Clark 7.80 $2,340.00 Receipt and review Defendant Doug 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins Pre-Trial g H10 Memorandum, Witness List and proposed 
exhibits; receipt and review transcripts of z_ 
meetings of Country Square owners; 
receipt and review Pre-Trial Memorandum 
of Eugene and Katie Watkins; continue to 
prepare for trial. 
4/19/15 Sheila R. Schwager .30 $84.00 Work on underlying bankruptcy issues and 
memo re same. 
4/20/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.50 $750.00 Receipt and review Witness List, Exhibit 
List and Pre-Trial Memorandum of Brian 
and Robynlee Watkins, continue to 
prepare for meeting with D. McClure to 
prepare and practice her trial testimony. 
4/20/15 Steve Smith 1.50 $345.00 Prepare for trial. 
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4/20/15 Tayler Tibbitts .10 $17.00 Discuss preparation of jury instructions 
and case status with S. Smith and M. 
Clark. 
4/20/15 David Rojas .30 $33.00 Review the file for all video depositions to 
be uploaded to TrialDirector; telephone 
conference with M&M Court Reporters 
representative to determine the number of 
professionally captured video depositions. 
4/20/15 Jacalyn Rosborough .80 $124.00 Review/analysis of defendants' pretrial 
disclosures. 
4/21/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.70 $810.00 Confer with bankruptcy counsel and study 
bankruptcy laws re Brian's threats to file 
bankruptcy; begin drafting Motion to 
Continue Trial and Affidavit In Support of 
Motion. 
4/21/15 Sheila R. Schwager .30 $84.00 Work on bankruptcy issues. 
4/21/15 Steve Smith 2.20 $506.00 Prepare for trial with focus on Don 
Watkins examination. 
4/21/15 Beth Coonts 4.40 $858.00 Continue researching abstention and stay 
relief issues; discuss same with S. 
Schwager; draft memorandum re same. 
4/21/15 Tayler Tibbitts 2.80 $476.00 Prepare proposed jury instructions. 
4/21/15 David Rojas .90 $99.00 Meet with J. Roborough to discuss all trial 
material uploaded to Tria1Director in 
preparation for trial; make adjustments to 
the content on Trial Director for 
presentation purposes. 
4/22/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.50 $1,950.00 Continue drafting Motion to Continue Trial 
and Affidavit of M. W. Clark In Support of 
Motion; telephone call with counsel for 
Eugene Watkins re Motion; receipt and 
review Memorandum re Watkins 
Bankruptcy Issues to include with Motion 
to Continue Trial; review bankruptcy 
statute to be included in Affidavit; 
exchange e-mails with Sheila Schwager re 
Watkins bankruptcy issues and what to 
include in the Motion and Memoranda In 
Support of Motion to Continue Trial. 
4/22/15 Sheila R. Schwager .90 $252.00 Revise bankruptcy memorandum and 
affidavit. 
4/22/15 Steve Smith 1.10 $253.00 Prepare for trial. 
4/22/15 Beth Coonts .90 $175.50 Research additional stay issues; revise 
memorandum to reflect same; review 
correspondence re same. 
4/22/15 Tayler Tibbitts 4.00 $680.00 Prepare Proposed Jury Instructions. 
4/22/15 David Rojas .60 $66.00 Review all exhibits; update deposition 
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4/23/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 $900.00 Exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors re 
what happens if Brian does not file 
bankruptcy; confer with S. Schwager re 
strategies if Brian delays filing bankruptcy; 
continue to research alternatives if Brian 
does not file bankruptcy. 
4/23/15 Steve Smith 3.00 $690.00 Review Watkins jury instructions. 
Continue trial preparation. 
4/23/15 Tayler Tibbitts . 50 $85.00 Prepare Proposed Jury Instructions . 
4/23/15 David Rojas .80 $88.00 Continue work loading Tria1Director in 
preparation for trial. 
4/24/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Review and edit Plaintiff's proposed Jury 
Instructions; review legal authorities cited 
in the proposed jury instructions; confer 
with T. Tibbets re instructions. 
4/24/15 Steve Smith 1.70 $391.00 Continued trial preparation. 
4/27/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 $900.00 Attend the Pre-Trial Conference with the 
Court; draft the proposed Order Granting 
Motion to Continue Trial and 
correspondence to Judge Moody. 
4/27/15 Steve Smith 2.00 $460.00 Prepare for trial, including attend pretrial 
conference. Meetings thereafter related to 
same. 
5/4/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.10 $630.00 Telephone call with Don Watkins re 
inability to drive to Boise for trial; 
exchange e-mails with counsel re Brian's 
failure to file for bankruptcy as 
represented to the court; research 
contempt of court rules and grounds to 
hold Brian Watkins in contempt of court. 
5/11/15 Merlyn W. Clark .60 $180.00 Telephone call with Patrick Geile, attorney 
for Brian Watkins re bankruptcy filing by 
Brian and Robynlee Watkins; draft letter to 
Mr. Geile. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 58.70 $300.00 $17,610.00 
Sheila R. Schwager Partner 1.50 $280.00 $420.00 
Steve Smith Partner 75.60 $230.00 $17,388.00 
Beth Coonts Associate 8.90 $195.00 $1,735.50 
Tayler Tibbitts Associate 7.40 $170.00 $1,258.00 
David Rojas Paralegal 17.40 $110.00 $1,914.00 
Services 




File No.: 44787-0001 e June 17, 2015 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate 
Christian Wamhoff Paralegal 1.50 $110.00 
Services 
Total Hours: 189.20 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity 
5/31/15 Copying 3489 
4/27/15 Client Charges - FEDERAL EXPRESS 1 














Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-4 7 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 




When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 






Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello• Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
August 4, 2015 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 294745 
For services through 06/30/15 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 








Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
291287 
293355 




If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 




Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
1.00 $230.00 Review e-mail on Pavlov issue; 
conference with M. Clark re going forward 
with motion for contempt. 
.70 $161.00 Review Pavalov issue notes and M. Clark 
e-mails re contempt motion. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 




File No.: 44787-0001 August 4, 2015 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate 
Steve Smith Partner 1.70 $230.00 
Total Hours: 1.70 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity 
6/30/15 Deposition Transcripts - M & M Court Reporting 1 












Invoice No.: 294745 
$391.00 
Total Due This Invoice: 
$728.63 
$1,119.63 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 
we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from your financial institution. 
Page 2 
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Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
August 17, 2015 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 295283 
For services through 07 /31/15 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 

















If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 09/16/15 
Attorney/Paralegal 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hours 
.40 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$120.00 Receipt and review Conservator's Report 
and exchange e-mails with J. Richards re 
the report. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 





After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the Invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001575
.,., 
File-'No.: 44787-0001 e 
Summary of Legal Services Title 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 
Total Hours: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
7/31/15 Copying 

















Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 




When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 
we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from your financial institution. 








Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
September 18, 2015 
INVOICE 
e 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Invoice No.: 296428 
For services through 08/31/15 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 





















If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 10/18/15 
Attorney/Paralegal 
Steve Smith 




Amount Description of Legal Services 
$230.00 Attend conservatorship hearing. 
$660.00 Begin research and draft Motion to Hold 
Brian Watkins in Contempt. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
$10,871.00 
$11.88 
s1 o,8a2.88 1 
$57.194.88 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001577
-----------
" File No.: 44787-0001 e September 18, 2015 e Invoice No.: 296428 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
8/25/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Continue research and drafting Motion to 
hold Brian Watkins in Contempt; 
exchange emails with D. McClure re trial 
preparation. 
8/25/15 Tayler Tibbitts .20 $34.00 Meet with M. Clark to discuss preparation 
of jury instructions and regarding Motion 
for Contempt. 
8/26/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.60 $1,380.00 Continue research on drafting Motion for 
Contempt; begin revisions of Jury 
Instructions. 
8/27/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.10 $1,830.00 Continue research and drafting of 
Plaintiff's Requested Instructions. 
8/28/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.00 $1,800.00 Continue research and drafting of 
Plaintiff's Requested Jury Instructions. 
8/29/15 Merlyn W. Clark 7.50 $2,250.00 Continue Research and drafting of 
Plaintiff's Jury Instructions. 
8/31/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.50 $1,350.00 Continue to draft Plaintiff's Requested 
Jury Instructions. 
8/31/15 Tayler Tibbitts .10 $17.00 Discuss preparation of jury instructions 
with M. Clark. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 35.30 $300.00 $10,590.00 
Steve Smith Partner 1.00 $230.00 $230.00 
Tayler Tibbitts Associate .30 $170.00 $51.00 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 36.60 Services: 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 
8/31/15 Copying 66 
Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 












• File No.: 44787-0001 e September 18, 2015 e Invoice No.: 296428 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 







ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
October 21, 2015 
INVOICE 
For services through 09/30/15 in connection with: 















Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Outstanding 







If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
Invoice No.: 297547 
$28,644.50 
$125.10 
$2a, 16s.60 I 
$85,964.48 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 11/20/15 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
9/1/15 Merlyn W. Clark 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.80 $1,440.00 Continue to research and draft Plaintiff's 
Proposed Jury Instructions and Special 
Verdict Interrogatories. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be Included In future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1 % per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001580
. e e ' File No.: 44787-0001 October 21, 2015 Invoice No.: 297547 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/2/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Continue to research and draft proposed 
jury instructions. 
9/2/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.40 $1,320.00 Continue to research and draft proposed 
jury instructions. 2,.(t, t 0 
9/3/15 Merlyn W. Clark 8.70 $2,610.00 Continue to work on Plaintiff's Proposed 
~ 
instructions and special Verdict 
Interrogatories; meet with Jace Richards, 
S.Smith and T. Tibbits to work on 
Plaintiff's Proposed Instructions and 
Special Verdict Interrogatories; continue to 
draft the instructions and interrogatories to 
the jury; review and revise proposed 
instruction from Doug Watkins. 
9/3/15 Tayler Tibbitts 2.90 $493.00 Review drafts of proposed jury instructions 
and special verdict interrogatories; attend 
work meeting to finalize proposed jury 
instructions and special verdict 
interrogatories. 
9/4/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.40 $1,920.00 Continue to draft Plaintiff's Proposed 
Instructions and Special Verdict 
Interrogatories' finalize file and serve the 
Instructions and special Verdict; receipt 
and review Proposed Instructions from 
Douglas Watkins; begin trial preparation 
for voir dire. 
9/4/15 Tayler Tibbitts 1.10 $187.00 Review and revise Special Verdict Form; 
discuss the same with M. Clark. 
9/7/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.40 $420.00 Trial preparation - voir dire questions. 
9/8/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.80 $540.00 Watkins trial preparation - opening 
statement notes. 
9/9/15 Merlyn W. Clark 2.00 $600.00 Trial preparation - opening statement. 
9/10/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.70 $1,110.00 Trial preparation - proof of claims outlines; 
prepare argument on motion for contempt 
against Brian Watkins. 
9/11/15 Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 $900.00 Telephone call from K. Dinius re Brian's 
bankruptcy; draft e-mail to team members 
re Brian's bankruptcy; telephone call with 
J. Richards re Brian's bankruptcy; 
exchange e-mails with S. Schwager re 
impact of bankruptcy stay on motion for 
contempt; exchange e-mails with Brian's 
bankruptcy attorney's office re his 
bankruptcy filing; exchange e-mails with 
D. McClure re preparing for trial; 
exchange e-mails with S. Neighbors re 
status of matters; receive and review e-
mails from J. Richards re whether 




! e -File No.: 44787-0001 October 21, 2015 Invoice No.: 297547 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/11/15 Sheila R. Schwager .50 $140.00 Several correspondences re bankruptcy 
issues and contempt and relief issues; 
work on same ;work on issues of obtaining 
order allowing state action to proceed; 
work on issues re same. 
9/11/15 Tayler Tibbitts .10 $17.00 Analyze correspondence regarding filing 
for bankruptcy by Brian Watkins and 
impact on pending trial. 
9/11/15 Brent Wilson .90 $148.50 Researched automatic stay issue with 
respect to a civil contempt proceeding; 
drafted memo; sent to S. Schwager. 
9/12/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.00 $1,800.00 Receive and review Notice of Filing of 
Bankruptcy by Brian and Robynlee 
Watkins from their attorney R. Long; 
receive and review notice of filing from the 
bankruptcy court; receive and review 
research memo of B. Wilson re whether 
we can proceed with contempt motion 
against Brian; exchange e-mails with D. 
McClure re status of matters and the 
bankruptcy filing; receive and review e-
mail from S. Schwager re counterclaim 
issue in bankruptcy; review issues created 
by bankruptcy filing by Brian and 
Robynlee Watkins. 
9/13/15 Merlyn W. Clark 4.50 $1,350.00 Continue research of issues created by 
the bankruptcy filing of Brian and 
Robynlee Watkins; exchange e-mails with 
bankruptcy counsel re issues and a 
motion to lift the stay; review 
memorandum of bankruptcy COL!nsel re 
issues; draft e-mail to team members re 
moving for voluntary abstention. 
9/14/15 Merlyn W. Clark 6.80 $2,040.00 Prepare for meeting re B. Watkins 
bankruptcy; meet with team members re . 
B. Watkins bankruptcy; attend pre-trial 
conference in Watkins case; exchange e-
mails with D. McClure re new trial dates 
and preparation for trial; continue trial 
preparation against D. and E. Watkins. 
9/14/15 Sheila R. Schwager .70 $196.00 Meeting re bankruptcy issues, status and 
strategy. 
9/14/15 Beth Coonts 2.20 $429.00 Review memorandum and pleadings in 
preparation for meeting; conference re 
strategy in light of bankruptcy filing; work 
on bankruptcy deadline issues. 
9/14/15 Tayler Tibbitts 2.00 $340.00 Attend litigation strategy meeting in 
advance of pre-trial conference; attend 
pre-trial conference. 
9/14/15 Brent Wilson 1.00 $165.00 Attended meeting on issues presented 
due to the defendant's bankruptcy filing; 
discussed bankruptcy law implications. 
Page 3 
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1 e File No.: 44787-0001 October 21, 2015 e Invoice No.: 297547 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/14/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 2.60 $403.00 Confer with attorneys and client regarding ~ .2 o L s-·~ trial strategy; attend pretrial conference; Z--compile material for attorney review; 
review trial exhibits. 
9/17/15 Sheila R. Schwager .20 $56.00 Review note and payment issues; follow 
up for additional facts to determine affect 
on bankruptcy. 
9/18/15 Sheila R. Schwager .60 $168.00 Review underlying issues and facts re 
Debtors' actions as collection agent and 
conversion of funds; reply re additional 
follow up questions for bankruptcy 
analysis; review additional information re 
same. 
9/21/15 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Receipt and review correspondence from 
Judge Moody with CD's of Court 
proceedings re contempt of Brian Watkins. 
9/21/15 Steve Smith 4.10 $943.00 Prepare for trial, focusing on D. Watkins 
direct testimony. 
9/22/15 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Review status of trial preparations; draft e~ &, () 
mail to trial team re designation of 2--
testimony in deposition transcrh 
9/22/15 Steve Smith 3.70 $851.00 Prepare for trial. 2-- L\ "25 • SO 
9/23/15 Tayler Tibbitts 3.30 $561.00 Assist in designation of deposition 
testimony. 
9/24/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.00 $300.00 Meet with Watkins Trial Team to delegat~ \So, oD 
assignments for trial preparation. 
9/24/15 Steve Smith 4.00 $920.00 Prepare for trial.~ 'IE, O , I () 
9/24/15 Tayler Tibbitts 1.10 $187.00 Continue assisti g in designation of 
deposition testimony; attend trial 
preparation meeting with S. Smith; M. 
Clark; and J. Rosborough. 
9/24/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 3.20 $496.00 Confer with M. Clark, S. Smith and T. 
Tibbitts regarding trial strategy and 
preparation; review/analysis of deposition 
testimony; compile material for attorney 
review. 
9/25/15 Tayler Tibbitts 1.90 $323.00 Continue assisting in designation of 
deposition testimony. 
9/25/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 3.60 $558.00 Review/analysis of deposition testimony; 
compile material for attorney review. 
9/26/15 Tayler Tibbitts 2.10 $357.00 Continue assisting in designating 
deposition testimony for trial. 
9/28/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.20 $360.00 Exchange e-mails with K. Dinius re trial %-
1io. and issues to be tried; telephone call with . '2---
Denise McClure re trial preparation; work 






/ e e File No.: 44787-0001 October 21, 2015 Invoice No.: 297547 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
9/28/15 Kathy N. Royster 1.00 $145.00 Receipt and review e-mail 
correspondence; review file; Notice of 
Bankruptcy Filing; review docket; 
schedules; work on Notice of Appearance 
and Request for Notice. 
9/28/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 6.20 $961.00 Review trial exhibits and update trial ,%_ l[ io , ~0 
exhibit list; identify material for use at trial; 2- · 
review deposition testimony and identify 
material for attorney review. 
9/29/15 Merlyn W. Clark .70 $210.00 Review exhibit list to be pared down for 7z_ f CS-. o'O trial against Gene and Doug. 
9/29/15 Sheila R. Schwager .20 $56.00 Review bankruptcy schedules and 
deadlines; work on issues re same. 
9/29/15 Beth Coonts .70 $136.50 Conference with bankruptcy trustee re 
counterclaim and asset sale issues; e-mail 
correspondence with M. Clark re same. 
9/29/15 Tayler Tibbitts .10 $17.00 Discuss call from Brian Watkins's 
bankruptcy trustee with B. Coonts. 
9/29/15 Kathy N. Royster .60 $87.00 Further work on Notice of Appearance and 
Request for Notice; review and revise 
same; review parties to bankruptcy; check 
deadlines. 
9/29/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 5.70 $883.50 Identify material for use at trial; review 
deposition testimony and identify material 
for attorney review. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 61.40 $300.00 $18,420.00 
Sheila R. Schwager Partner 2.20 $280.00 $616.00 
Steve Smith Partner 11.80 $230.00 $2,714.00 
Beth Coonts Associate 2.90 $195.00 $565.50 
Brent Wilson Associate 1.90 $165.00 $313.50 
Tayler Tibbitts Associate 14.60 $170.00 $2,482.00 
Jacalyn Rosborough Paralegal 21.30 $155.00 $3,301.50 
Services 
Kathy N. Royster Paralegal 1.60 $145.00 $232.00 
Services 
Total for Legal 
Total Hours: 117.70 Services: $28,644.50 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity Amount 




' ·' File No.: 44787-0001 e October 21, 2015 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity 
Total Due This Invoice: 




Retainer/f rust applied to this invoice: 
Ending Balance: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-4 7 













Invoice No.: 297547 
$125.10 
$28,769.60 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 






ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Idaho Falls • Pocatello • Reno 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
November 13, 2015 
INVOICE 
For services through 10/31/15 in connection with: 
Watkins/Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim 
Legal Services 
Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Outstanding Invoices 
Date Outstanding Invoice No. Amount Outstanding 
10/21/15 297547 $25,964.48 
Total Outstanding Invoices: $25,964.48 
If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 





Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 12/13/15 
Date Attorney/Paralegal 
10/1/15 Merlyn W. Clark 
10/1/15 Steve Smith 
10/1/15 Tayler Tibbitts 
Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
4.50 $1,350.00 Meeting with D. McClure, J. Richards, and 
J. Roseborough to prepare for trial; 
continue trial preparations. 
4.50 $1,035.00 Prepare for trial including meeting with 
trial team and expert D. McClure. 
.50 $85.00 Assist in trial preparation. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
h7- ~r')~ 
~ ~t9,50 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001586
















Merlyn W. Clark 
Sheila R. Schwager 
Steve Smith 
Jacalyn Rosborough 
Sheila R. Schwager 
Merlyn W. Clark 
















November 13, 2015 e Invoice No.: 298566 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$330.00 Reviewed motion for contempt and 
sanctions; researched issues implicating 
the automatic stay and the likely outcome 
of a motion for sanctions due to a claim of 
a violation of the automatic stay; sent e-












Confer with M. Clark, J. Richards and D. /; 
McClure regarding trial strategy and t/ 
preparation; receive instruction from M. z_ 
Clark regarding preparation of pretrial 
submissions; compile material for use at 
trial. 
Continue to prepare for trial; receipt and 
review revised exhibits list and exhibits;~ c.< ~ 
exchange e-mails with J. Richards re U 
service of documents on Brian and / Z) 
communications with Brian's bankruptc 
attorney; review Plaintiff's Revised Trial 
Exhibit List sent to Defendants; receipt 
and review additional invoice from D. 
McClure. 
Review sanctions briefing and work on 
analysis of research re same; 
correspondence with client re 
recommended response to counsel; draft 
same; review questions raised as to 
service upon debtor of state litigation; 
response. re same. // ? ( (]; f Q 
Prepare for trial. / L 
Draft trial exhibit list and prepare exhibits; I/ q "'~ 
identify material for use at trial. / 2-
Finalize and forward correspondence and 
case authority re sanctions hearing and 
motion issues to debtors' counsel; review 
response re same; work on issues re 
withdrawal. 
Exchange emails with J. Richards re 
preparation of Don Watkins for the trial; 
receipt and review calculations of contract 
balances for Doug and Gene prepared by 
D. McClure with Explanation of Process; 
continue to prepare for trial. 
Work on motion to withdraw. /£. 
Prepare for trial. / Y, 
Researched and drafted withdrawal of 
motion or contempt based upon 
bankruptcy filing; drafted memorandum in 
support of the motion to advise the state 
court that it proceeding with the contempt 






10/5/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 
10/6/15 Merlyn W. Clark 
10/6/15 Steve Smith 
10/6/15 David Rojas 









Merlyn W. Clark 
Jacalyn Rosborough 





















November 13, 2015 e Invoice No.: 298566 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$·108.50 Identify and compile material for expert 
review; prepare material for use at trial. 
$570.00 Continue with trial preparation; exchange 
e-mails with J. Richards and D. McClure 
re calculation of Doug's Compensation 
claims; confirm preparation of trial exhibits 
with paralegal; receipt and review e-mails 
from J. Richards with documents from 
Access Mini Storage; receipt and review 
new calculations of contract balances by 
D. McClure; receipt and review e-mails 
from D. McClure re calculating present 
value of Compensation Agreement for 
Doug. 
$920.00 Prepare for trial. 
$22.00 Compile and organize original deposition 
transcripts in preparation for trial. 
$945.50 Compile material for use at trial; prepare // l( '1 i ' ?~ 
trial exhibits; update revised exhibit list; / 2.--






Telephone call with K. Dinius re 
bankruptcy of Eugene Watkins; continue 
to prepare for trial; exchange e-mails with 
K. Dinius and J. Richards re proceeding to 
trial against Doug Watkins. 
Prepare material for use at trial; compile 
material for expert review; revised exhibit 
list and trial exhibits; draft letter to counsel 
with pretrial submissions. 
Meeting with trial team to prepare for trial 
and continue preparing for trial; travel to A \ I q () 
Nampa and meet with Defense counsel K. I 
Dinius and Ed Schiller re exhibits to be ""'Z---
offered in evidence; review and approve 
Trial Subpoena's for Sharon Wadsworth 
and Brian Watkins; draft e-mail report of 
meeting with Dinius and Schiller; continue 
trial preparation. ~f'/ 5 
Prepare for trial including long meeting ~ 
with Don. / 2--
$572.00 Compile, review and organize all 




pretrial submissions in preparation for trial. 
Draft trial subpoenas; review/analysis of 
defendants' trial exhibits; prepare material 
for expert review; compile material for use 
at trial. 
Continue trial preparation. Yz_ 
Prepare for trial. ~ 
Page 3 
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
10/9/15 David Rojas 5.00 $550.00 Compile, review and organize all 
discovery and discovery responses and 
pretrial submissions in preparation for trial; 
make 5 copes of each, review and 
organize the same. 
10/9/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 4.10 $635.50 Prepare exhibit database for use at trial; h 1:) \ 9 , " 5"" identify testimony for potential -
impeachment clips; compile material for -z_ 
use at trial; prepare attorney working 
copies of pretrial submissions. 
10/10/15 Merlyn W. Clark 10.10 $3,030.00 Continue trial preparations; prepare dire~ 
examination of S. Neighbors; begin h ( 5'"1. s-· 
preparing cross-examination of Doug 1..--
Watkins; work on direct testimony of D. 
McClure; review exhibits and defendants 
exhibits. 
;/2--10/10/15 Steve Smith 6.60 $1,518.00 Prepare for trial. r"J s- °' 
10/11/15 Merlyn W. Clark 10.60 $3,180.00 Continue preparing for trial; receipt and 
review emails from J. Richards re cross-
examination of Doug Watkins; receipt and 
review email from J. Richards re list of 
items received by Doug; exchange emails~ 
with J. Richards re non-offset provision 
and notice issue; current trustees, and Z--
related matters; transmit outline of S. 
~qo Neighbors Direct Testimony to J. Richards \ 
and S. Smith for review and comments; 
draft direct testimony of Denise McClure 
and transmit to J. Richards, S. Smith and 
D. McClure for review and comments; 
exchange emails with J. Richards re direct 
testimony of S. Neighbors; exchange 
emails with D. McClure re her direct 
testimony; exchange several emails with 
D. McClure and J. Richards redirect 
testimony of D. McClure; receipt and 
review revised exhibits to be used by D. 
McClure; work on Sharon Wadsworth 
direct testimony. 



























November 13, 2015 e Invoice No.: 298566 







Continue to prepare for trial; telephone 
calls to S. Wadsworth's attorney re her 
appearance at trial; exchange emails with 
J. Richards re S. Neighbors' testimony at 
trial; exchange e-mails with D. McClure re 
NPV of each compensation agreement /i-
and settlement agreement; meet with S. / / 
Neighbors to prepare for trial; meet with '2---
paralegal Rosborough to prepare exhibits 
and use of Trial Director to project them in 
trial; review demonstrative exhibits to be 
used to show the contract balances for 
Doug and Gene and exchange emails with 
D. McClure re ability of Don's Estate to 
pay the compensation agreements and 
settlement with Brian each month; confer 
with paralegal and exchange emails with 
D. McClure re Sharon's real estate 
contracts payments schedules; revise S. 
Neighbor's direct testimony outline and 
transmit to trial team; receipt and review 
outline of rebuttal testimony of Don 
Watkins; receipt and review revised 
exhibit list for Doug; review audio of 
telephone call between Brian and Don;' 
exchange e-mails with Jace re direct 
exam of Sharon Wadswp 
Prepare for trial. / ~ 
Compile, review and organize all 
discovery and discovery responses and 
pretrial submissions in preparation for trial; 
make 5 copes of each, review and 
organize the same. 
Confer with M. Clark, S. Smith, client and Yz_ 
expert witnesses; identify and compile v 
material for attorney review; prepare and '2--
organize material for use at trial; build 
database of trial exhibits for use at trial. 
Exchange emails with Jace and Steve 
Neighbors re discount rates; meet with ;;_ I ,. '. ? <, 
Jace Richards and continue to prepare for vf 
trial; revise outline of cross-examination of 2--
Doug Watkins and transmit to trial team; 
receipt and review trial prep notes from 
Jace Richards; attend court and prosecute 
Plaintiff's case-in-chief in trial; continue to 
prepare to rebut Doug Watkin's 
counterclaim in trial. ,/ ~ { O '?; 





File·No.: 44787-0001 e November 13, 2015 e Invoice No.: 298566 
Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
10/13/15 David Rojas 6.00 $660.00 Load all trial materials into boxes; deliver ;::_ 
~'";O the same from Hawley Troxell to the Ada 
County Courthouse; assist with trial setup; t---
attend trial to provided assistance and to 
ensure that all pertinent trial documents 
&,'38, 15 are provided. j{_ 
10/13/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 8.50 $1,317.50 Prepare for and attend trial proceedings. j 2-
10/14/15 Merlyn W. Clark 5.90 $1,770.00 Meet with Jace Richards to prepare tor yf eo~ trial; continue to prepare for trial; attend 
trial and represent Plaintiff in trial against 1,-
Doug's claims. ~ 
10/14/15 Steve Smith 8.00 $1,840.00 Trial of the case. '2- q j...O 
10/14/15 David Rojas 5.50 $605.00 Provide assistance with trial; attend some 
of the trial to ensure that all pertinent 
documents are provided; pack all trial 
material into boxes and return the trial 
material to Hawley Troxel; load and 
10/14/15 Jacalyn Rosborough 8.40 $1,302.00 
unload the same. !{._ 
Prepare for and attend trial proceedings. 2-- ~~ l 
10/17/15 Merlyn W. Clark .20 $60.00 Receipt and review Court Reporter's 
30 estimate of fees required to transcribe trial X 
testimony and draft email to S. Neighbors "2--
to obtain a check for the transcript. 
10/17/15 Steve Smith 1.00 $230.00 Work on case going forward and review 
M. Clark analysis of further claims. 
10/20/15 David Rojas 1.20 $132.00 Review, organize and file trial materials to 
Hawley Troxell's records in order to 
preserve the same. 
10/26/15 Steve Smith 1.40 $322.00 Watkins planning meeting going forward. 
10/29/15 Beth Coonts 2.40 $468.00 Conference with bankruptcy trustee re 
Gene Watkins issues and status; attend 
creditors' meeting. 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate Amount 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 73.60 $300.00 $22,080.00 
Sheila R. Schwager Partner 1.90 $280.00 $532.00 
Steve Smith Partner 68.80 $230.00 $15,824.00 
Beth Coonts Associate 2.40 $195.00 $468.00 
Brent Wilson Associate 4.80 $165.00 $792.00 
Tayler Tibbitts Associate .50 $170.00 $85.00 
David Rojas Paralegal 29.60 $110.00 $3,256.00 
Services 





File·No.: 44787-0001 e November 13, 2015 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours 
Total Hours: 235.00 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges 
10/31/15 Copying 
10/31/15 Binding 
10/9/15 Client Charges - Brian Dale Watlkins Witness Fee 
10/9/15 Client Charges - Sharon Wadsworth Witness Fee 
10/12/15 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 
SERVING Trial Subpoena service upon S. 
Wadsworth on 10/08/2015 , 
10/12/15 Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 
SERVING Trial Subpoena service upon B. D. 






Client Charges - MERLYN W CLARK 
Reimbursement to M. Clark for Parking at Ada 
County Courthouse ($11.00) and Lunch from 
Whole Foods ($13.36) while attending trial of 
Watkins v. Watkins 10/13/2015-10/14/2015 
Client Charges - TRI-COUNTY PROCESS 
SERVING Service upon S. Wadsworth on 
10/09/2015 
Client Charges - PETTY CASH Courthouse 
parking for D. Rojas 
Client Charges - Stephen C. Smith 
Reimbursement to S. Smith for parking while 














e Invoice No.: 298566 
Amount 




$20.16 ~ I~ $30.00 
$30.00 -}( ,~ 
$62.80 ~rz_ 3\~t.tO 











Total Due This Invoice: 
$1,863.78 
$53,177.78 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-47 
Please reference your Hawley Troxell Account No. 
When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 
we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from your financial institution. 
Page 7 
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ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 
Remit to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Post Office Box 1617 
Boise, Idaho 83701-1617 
EIN: 82-0259668 
208.344.6000 • Fax 208.954.5284 
www.hawleytroxell.com 
Boise • Coeur d'Alene • Idaho Falls • Pocatello • Reno 
Strategic and Operational Solutions 
Attn: Steve Neighbors 
701 S. Allen Street, Suite 101 
Meridan, ID 83642 
File No.: 44787-0001 December 8, 2015 Invoice No.: 299659 
Billing Attorney: SSMI 
INVOICE 
For services through 11/30/15 in connection with: 









Disbursements & Other Charges: 
I Total Due This Invoice: 
Amount Outstanding 




If payment has been already made, please disregard this Notice 
Date 
11/11 /15 
Total Outstanding Balance ALL Invoices: 
Interest on past due amounts will be due if this Invoice is not paid on or before 01/07/16 
Attorney/Paralegal Hours 
Merlyn W. Clark 3.00 
Amount Description of Legal Services 
$900.00 Begin reviewing trial transcript re Doug 





11/18/15 Merlyn W. Clark .40 $120.00 Telephone call with K. Dinius re status of ,,,,9 
the case vs. Doug Watkins; draft / ~ &-
Stipulation re Deadline for Proposed / V"~ ,:7{) 
Findings. 
PAYMENT DUE IN U.S. DOLLARS UPON RECEIPT OF INVOICE 
Current charges only. Unpaid balances not included. 
Disbursements not yet recorded will be included in future invoices. 
After 30 days, a monthly interest charge of 1% per month from the invoice date (or such lower rate as required by applicable law) will be due. 
Should a collection action or proceeding be necessary, attorney's fees and costs for such collection effort will also be due. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
001594
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Date Attorney/Paralegal Hours Amount Description of Legal Services 
11/18/15 Beth Coonts .30 $58.50 Discuss . Watkins bankruptcy with J. 
Meier. ~ 
Continue reviewing the trial transcript and / fl /1 ~ 
work on findings and conclusions to /Yt?" 
11/30/15 Merlyn W. Clark 1.80 $540.00 
submit to the court. <&t..{, <) 
Summary of Legal Services Title Hours Rate 
Merlyn W. Clark Partner 5.20 $300.00 
Beth Coonts Associate .30 $195.00 
Total Hours: 5.50 
Date Disbursements and Other Charges Quantity 
11/4/15 Client Charges - Wells Fargo Bank - Commercial 1 
Cards The Car Park - Ada County - Parking 
10/13/2015 
11/4/15 Client Charges -Wells Fargo Bank- Commercial 1 
Cards Republic Parking - Parking 10/13/2015 
11/4/15 Client Charges - Wells Fargo Bank - Commercial 1 
Cards Republic Parking - Parking 10/13/2015 
11/4/15 Client Charges -Wells Fargo Bank - Commercial 1 
Cards The Car Park - Ada County - Parking 
10/14/2015 
11/4/15 Client Charges - Wells Fargo Bank - Commercial 1 
Cards Republic Parking - Parking 10/14/2015 
11/10/15 Client Charges ~ Tiffany Fisher Court Reporting, 1 


















Total Due This Invoice: 
If payment is made by wire remittance, please direct to: 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP Depository Account 
Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. 
877 W. Main St., Boise, ID 83702 
Bank Routing # 121000248 
Account #003-00017-4 7 




When you provide a check as payment, you authorize us either to use information from your check to make a one-time 
electronic fund transfer from your account or to process the payment as a check transaction. When we use information 
from your check to make an electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as the same day 
we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back from your financial institution. 
Page 2 
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May 3, 2012 
Sent via e-mail: scsmith@hawleytroxell.com 
Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
1S33 N. Milwaukee Ave., #181 
Boise, Idaho 83704 
(208) 989 2245 
wwwAvertlFraudSolutlons.com 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
RE: Forensic Accounting Services for Arthur Donald Watkins Litigation 
Dear Mr. Smith: 
(Case No. CV OC 0921373) - Review and Analysis of Relevant Documents to 
Develop Budget Estimate 
This letter confirms the engagement of Averti Fraud Solutions, LLC ("AVERTI") to assist you in the 
representation of the above-mentioned matter. As such, we have been retained by you, to whom all 
reports, communications, and work product will be submitted. We understand that the work performed 
by us will be confidential, constituting a portion of your work product and Is to be regarded by us as 
being covered by the attorney-client and work product privileges. 
We understand that you may also wish to engage us to assist you by providing expert witness services 
concerning business methods, accounting, or finance in this or other matters. Should you wish to engage 
AVERTI, your decision will be made in light of the nature of the information previously disclosed to us. In 
such case, we understand that any work performed pursuant to such expert witness engagement, as 
well as information disclosed to us pursuant to the preceding paragraph, will be subject to the rules of 
discovery as appropriate for expert witnesses. 
Your client, Arthur Donald Watkins (" ADW"), agrees to truthfully and promptly disclose to AVERTI all 
relevant information, as well as to promptly make available any documents, persons, or things under 
ADW's control at reasonable times and places to enable AVERTI to accurately and completely advise 
your client and you. If AVERTI discovers that you have not performed your obligations, we may elect to 
cease our services. We are not responsible for the accuracy and fair statement of information provided 
to us. Should any of the information supplied to us be incomplete, fraudulent, or contain inaccuracies 
or errors, the accuracy of our work may be affected, and that ou.tcome may be material. 
The scope of this engagement does not Include a formal audit, compilation, or review of any financial 
statements, forecasts, or financial data, and accordingly, we will not .express any opinion or other form 
of assurance related to such financial statements, forecasts or financial data. 
During the course of this ensagement, it may be necessary for us to prepare written reports that 
support our conclusions. These reports are to be used only in connection with the referenced litigation 
001598
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and may not be published or used in any other manner without our prior written consent. You 
acknowledge that no reliance shall be placed on draft reports, conclusions or advice, whether oral or 
written, issued by us as these may be subject to further work, revision, and other factors which may 
result in such drafts being substantially different from any final report or advice issued. 
We make no representations concerning the successful outcomerof any contested claim or negotiation, 
or the favorable outcome of any legal action for which we are providing services. We have not provided 
any legal advice to anyone related to this matter, nor are we in control of the preparation or 
management of any legal matters. All parties to this agreement understand that our Involvement in this 
engagement is limited to such actions as may legally be undertaken by AVERTI as provided In this 
engagement. 
The information contained In any report we issue will be solely for use in connection with this 
engagement and should be restricted to and used consistent with this purpose only. The outcome of 
our investigations and the opinions we will express are not guaranteed and are not contingent upon 
payment of the engagement fees. We cannot and do not predict results or final developments in this 
matter. AVERTI will be responsible for staffing this engagement and all staff will be supervised by 
AVERTI. 
All workpapers or other documents used by us during the course of this engagement will be maintained 
in segregated files. It is not our practice to retain superseded workpapers, notes, or data flies that have 
been updated as we perform our engagement. At the close of this engagement, we will require your 
instruction for the disposition of documents that we have accumulated. 
Our fees for such services will be billed at our hourly billing rates plus out-of-pocket expenses. The 
billing rates for Denise McClure are $200.00 per hour for testifying and $150.00 per hour for other 
services. 
It is our understanding that the obligation to pay our fees is the direct responsibility of ADW and/or 
Steve Neighbors as conservator for Arthur Donald Watkins. Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP ("LAW 
FIRM") agrees to make every effort to assist us in collecting our fees from ADW and/or the conservator 
for his estate. By your signature below, all parties acknowledge and agree that In the event we stop 
work or withdraw from this engagement as a result of failure to pay on a timely basis for services 
rendered as required by this engagement letter, we shall not be liable for any damages that occur as a 
result of our ceasing to render services. 
The initial scope of services for this engagement is for the purpose of developing a budget estimate for 
AVERTl's services for the above-mentioned matter. Our fees for these services cover our review and 
analysis of relevant documents and financial information, and will not exceed $3,000.00. We require a 
retainer of $1,500.00 to be paid on or before May 8, 2012; the balance is due at the time the budget is 
submitted. 
As a precaution against any assertion or allegation by any interested party that our work has been 
Influenced in any manner by, or contingent upon, the outcome of our analyses performed under this 
engagement letter, we require that all outstanding invoices be paid, in full, prior to furnishing expert 
witness testimony at deposition or trial. 
Avertl Fraud Solutions, LLC Ensagement Letter- Stephen C. Smith, Esq. - May 4, 2012 Pase2of3 
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If a dispute arises amons the parties hereto, the parties agree to first try In good faith to settle the 
dispute by mediation administered by the American Arbitration Association under Its Rules for 
Professional Accounting and Related Services Disputes before resorting to litlgatlon. Any mediation or 
arbitration will be conducted In Boise, Idaho and the laws of the State of Idaho shall apply to any such 
proceeding, notwithstanding any laws, rules or customs of conflict of law that would otherwise apply. 
The expenses of mediation or arbitration shall be borne equally by the parties to the mediation or 
arbitration, provided that each party shall pay for and bear the cost of their respective own experts, 
evidence and counsel's fees. 
All parties agree that any dispute over fees charged by AVERTI to you will be submitted for resolution by 
arbitration In accordance with the Rules for Professional Accounting and Related Services Disputes of 
the American Arbitration Association. Such arbitration shall be binding and final. IN AGREEING TO 
ARBITRATION, ALL PARTIES ACKNOWLEDGE THAT, IN THE EVENT OF A DISPUTE OVER FEES CHARGED BY 
AVERTI, WE ARE GIVING UP THE RIGHT TO HAVE THE DISPUTE DECIDED IN A COURT OF LAW BEFORE A 
JUDGE OR JURY AND INSTEAD WE ARE ACCEPTING THE USE OF ARBITRATION FOR RESOLUTION. 
You will advise us, with sufficient notice, of the work to be performed by us. If we receive Information 
during the course of th1$ engagement that would make our continued involvement Inappropriate, we 
will Inform you of this immediately and we reserve the right to withdraw from providing any additional 
services in this matter. It Is also understood between the parties to this agreement that we may 
terminate this engagement upon a substitution of attorneys for any reason, or for good cause. 
If this letter correctly describes our engagement, please print and sign two originals of thls engagement 
letter, and return one to me. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 
Sincerely, 
Denise C. McClure, CPA, CFE 
President 
cc: Erlca Herrbach: eherrbach@strategicsos.com 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT & ACCEPTANCE: 
5hr,b{/ 
Date 
The above letter confirms our understanding of the services to be 
performed. 
Steve Neighbors Date 
Conservator for Arthur Donald Watkins 
Avert! Fraud Solutlons, Ll.C Engaaement Letter- stephen C. Smith, Esq. - May 4, 2012 Pap3of3 




NAME: Stephen C. Smith 
Check R uested 
HOME 
OFFICE: Boise 
Client/Matter # Requested by Make Check Payable to: 
-~ 
Check Requisition Form 
Date: 5/10/2012 
_I __ i ___ 1 ~-I :1~11i11 i ----~------ j·-·1 1 ,! · ------ ----------- r ·•• ·' •·• I , 'l! 1 1 •• ··-··· •••• • 
11 l'li'a e1·I lilh 111 111 II I jl ........ ... . ........ . . ······ . . 
Date Needed llme needed Amount 
44787-1 SSMI/J"ln Averti Fraud Solutions - 1533 N. Milwaukee Ave. #181 Boise ID 83704 1:45 p.m. 1\~ J $1,500.00 
Payment for Forensic Accounting Serives for Arthur Donald Watkins. (Mr. Watkins wrote HTEH a check for 
$1,500.00 to cover the cost) 
Other Instructions 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR APPROVAL/REVIEW 
IN-STATE CLE DUES & FEES· PRACTICE GROUP LEADER OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is reauestlnq CLE) 
ITORNEY EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE, ALL OUT-OF-STATE CLE • RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES • LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIqrRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
OFFICE EXPENSES • REI 
#16109 
REF . # 
HAWLEY TI'IOXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY UP 
Bolse; ldaho 83702 
· A verti Fraud Solutions 128904 
INV. # DATE P.O. # 
05/14/12 
5/3/12 SERVICES 05/03/12 44787-1 SSH! 
AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 
1500 :o,o CLIENT COST .CLEARING ACCOUNT 
' ' ' ~ I r ' • ,' \ . : ' I .' '.' • 








May 25, 2012 
Sent via e-mail: scsmlth@hawleytroxell.com 
Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
• ~
1533 N. Milwaukee Ave .. #181 
BoiH, Idaho 83704 
(208) 989 2245 
www.AvertlFraudSolutlons.c.om 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY 
877 w. Main st. 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
Boise, ID 83702 
RE: Forensic Accounting Services for Arthur Donald Watkins Litigation 
(Case No. CV OC 0921373) - Review and Analysis of Relevant Documents to 
Develop Budget Estimate 
Dear Mr. Smith: 
I have completed my review and analysis of relevant documents for the above referenced litigation. This 
is a complex matter involving 10 years of transactions and more than SO bank and credit card accounts 
covering numerous Individuals, businesses and sales of assets. 
My budget estimate is $45,000 to $65,000. Actual fees may be more or less than this estimate and will 
be billed based on the time expended at our standard hourly rates, plus reasonable out-of-pocket 
expenses Including travel, telephone charges, facsimile transmission, postage, photocopying. Our 
current hourly rates are as follows: 
Denise McClure, expert witness 







Our hourly rates are revised effective January 1 of each year. 
If you would like to proceed with this engagement, we will prepare an engagement letter. A retainer of 
$25,000.00 will be required before we begin the engagement. 
An invoice for the budget estimate engagement is attached. Please contact me if you have any 
questions. 
Best regards, 
Denise McClure, CPA, CFE 
President 
cc: Steve Neighbors, Conservator for Arthur Donald Watkins 
Erica Herrbach 
001602
.. )F .... 
fraud solutions 
Bill To 
Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 w. Main St. 
13oisc, ID 83702 
Invoice 
Description 
Review and Analysis of Relevant Documents to Develop Budget Estimate 
Less retainer 
Litigation: Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian Watkins ct al 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
Date 
lSH N. Milwaukee Ave., #181 
Boise, Idaho 83704 



























-~··:" -·- ,, I ' -- ...... ..,.,';,,'I' 
Arthur Donald Warklns. vs. Brian Watkins et al 
Case No. CV OC 09211373 
Hours Summary for Denise McClure, Avertl Fraud Solutions, LLC 













Description of Services 
Initial meeting with Steve Neighbors and Erica Herrbach. 
Meeting with Steve Neighbors, Erica Herrbach and Michael at SOS to walk through 
documents and findings to date. Erica provided thumb drive with documents. 
Review list of doc1,1ments on thumb drive_ E-mail to Erica re: shortcuts Instead of files on 
the thumb drive and need key for hardcopy list of bank statements. 
Detail review of. 1st Amended Complaint, create Excel file, start timellne 
Tel call with Erica re: bank account list, $900,000 settlement (5% of profits from 
Exemption Trust) and $231,000 missing from Exemption Trust traced to Brian's WF acct. 
Review documents from thumb drive and develop plan. 
Prep for mtg with Erica, rvw list of bank ac.cts & sort. 
Prep for mtg with Erica, add to tlmeline, rvw conserv rpt 2011, Don's ltr to Doug and 
other documents 
Meeting with Erica re: timellne & bank accounts, incl travel 
Letter to Steve Smith re: budget estimate & Invoice. 
$2,385.00 (MAX $3,000/20 hrs} 
'"-·--·-···----···----· .. ··----.... ---·---------------------
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UJHAWLEY ·£1 TROXELL Check Requisition Form 
I 
Check R uested 
Olent/Matter # Requested by Make Check Payable to: 
44787-1 ssml/jln Avertl Fraud Solutions 5/25/12 $885.00 
Payment for Review and Analysis of Relevant Documents to Develop Budget Estimate. 
1033 
O er Instructions 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR APPROVAL/REVIEW 
IN-STATE CLE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or is reQuestinq CLE) 
lTORNEY EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE, ALL OUT-OF-STATE CLE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE AcnvITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - Sf'AY . 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
OFACE EXPENSES - REI 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNiS lit HAWLEY LLP Boise, Idaho 83702 
A verti Fraud Solutions 
Payable To: • ··.·•. . Averti Fraud Solutia~ · · . 
~/ .. i· ,.· 
Check No.: 
Client Trust Account # 1 






Olent/Matter # Make Check Pa able to: 
44787-1 SSMI/jln Avert! Fraud Solutions 
Retainer Fee for Avert! Fraud Solutions 
Other Instructions 
-~ ~L · -,,,·r· :J.( . / .. l,1 ,·, I '"'--., /,' ·., .~ 
' 
Check Requisition Form 
6/19/12 AYC $25,000.00 
i'"t"I . -- - -- -- - ----- -,-11 '"-'II-· I' --------·-, --,,,,,,.1' ' ,, I I I '1'11'il[l•":l1 ',1 '" I ' ,' '1' 11'1'1 11' I 1 1 I I ! I U 1ij,ilf~ i ' I Ill , J 
-- - . ---------- -- - - -- -- - - - -------- --
~OTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR APPROVAL/REVIEW 
IN-STATE CLE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is reQuestinq CLE) 
JTORNEY EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE, ALL OUT-OF-STATE CLE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVmES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVmES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
ARM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
OFACE EXPENSES - REI 
Jli ~,,r 11 I ~~-~nc~ ~ ' I I : 11 I r ·:~:Jl'1!,l1i/ I I I ' d :1 'II ' .~,~)~' - I I / lll 1 ' 
ll I ,I *l lrfii,. .,jj " !, Jj {j 11 I • l 1,' 11 di, ,l I ! t.. • • • 11 ~ II 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP Boise, Idaho 83702 
A verti Fraud Solutions 
", , , 
.. ,::;::·\ .. · ... · 
:,'.; ::} ~;~: : '/'.. :" 
·.·. A verti Fta.11d°So1Jtions : . 
- . . ---- - - . - - - -
Check No.: · 6 512 




Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Forensic Accounting Services 
Description 
Arthur Donald Walkins v. Brian Watkins et al 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
2nd Retainer 




15 33 N. Milwaukee Ave., #181 
Boise, Idaho 83704 





Due on receipt 
Amount 
25,000.00 
















































Forensic Accounting Services 
for Arthur Donald Watkins Ut11at1on 
(Case No. OJ OC0921373) 



































Rvw NH sale documents & schedules 
Validate WF-13812000-2001, start documentation process 
Pick up Wf..1381 Access files at SOS (2003-2010) 
Date entry arid analysis forADW accounts 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
Meeting with Jace & Mldlael re: NH transaction. Recvd BOW personal 
financial statements and other documents 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
Pick up. additional files from Erica 
Prep and trainln1 for Ann 
Date entry and analysis for·ADW accounts 
Train Unn on data entry, prep for same, ADW accts 
Summarize all Internet accts. 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
Internet actounts. BDW'acaiunts 
Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
375.00 Internet accounts, BOW accounts 
lll.50. Internet accounts, BDW accounts 
Internet accounts, BOW ilc:coul1ts 
431.25 Internet accounts, BOW accounts 
Internet accounts, BOW accounts 
Internet accounts, BOW accounts 
Date entry and analysis fotADW accounts 
Analyze lal'le transactions, rvw Ann & Unn's work, prep for meeting, valldate 
ADWaccts 
Data entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
450,00 Internet acmunts, BOW accounts 
150.00 Date .entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
375,00 Review Audit trails, 1031 E>ethange closing documents & other docs 
w/Denlse, 
Dl'Ql)·Off files to U!ln, meet with Wa4swc,rths at SO$, morefi ... ,fi'l1m 
Jace/Erlca, meet with Unn asaln re: audit trail repo"15, set up conf caU for 
8/16. 
Conf calUJm & Erica re: audit mil reports'+ prep., 
75.00 Conference call w/Erk:a & Denise re: audlttrall;. chart of aa:ts,:ather teparts 
to send. 
Conf call w/Unn & Erica re: Q8 files, tel call J.ce, tel call Steve N, draft ltr re: 
prellm findings 
· 75;00 Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
22S.OO Meet w/E.rica at SQS office to obtain Deleted Transactions for BDW & />.OW 
company files. Reviewed company files, cel'tilln trah)(, obtained 
Notes/Contracts account histc,ty; etc. 
262.SO Date ·entr, and analysis for ADW accounts 
Update file list, finish ltr toStevl!! Smith & 1-!ffllil, update RP.list for Ann.& 
Unn, orpnlze bolias.&,flles, 
Excmlnp. flleswlth Anri 
Phone c:onv withJace re: prellrii letter 
435.00 Data. entty & analysis 




Forensic Accounting Services 
for Arthur Donald Watkins Litigation 
(Case No. CV OC 0921373) 
Denise Ann Linn 
$ iso.oc. .$• 75,00 f 75,00 
Oate Houn · · Aff!Ol,U'lt< ~nt·· . Mlo~i,t ·. Descde,tc»n ··•·. · .. , 
08/21/12 2.6 19S.OO Data entry & analysis • kids business ac:cts 
08/21/12 1.8 135.00 Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
08/22/12 5.5 412.50 Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
08/22/12 0.5 75.00 E·malls/phone Ann, tnc tomasterflle 
08/22/12 1.5 112.50 Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
08/23/12 0.5 75.00 E-malls/phone Unn re ?, tnc to masterflle, BOW NH spreadsheet 
08/23/12 4.0 300.00 Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
08/24/12 1.5 112.50 Zions-4324 
08/26/12 2.0 150.00 Zions-4324 
08/26/12 3.7 555.00 Updated Linn's changes, added transfer codes to WF-1381, email to Linn & 
Ann+fllepw 
08/27/12 2.3 172.50 Date entry and analysis for ADW accounts 
08/27/12 5.0 375.00 Date entry and analysis for BOW accounts 
08/28/12 2.8 210.00 Date entry and analysis for BDW accounts 
08/28/12 5.7 855.00 BOA-1919, Added Ann's data & re-send files, prep files for Ann 
08/29/12 3.3 247.50 Date entry and analysis for BDW accounts 
08/30/12 1.0 75.00 Date entry and analysis for BOW accounts 
08/30/12 3.5 262.50 Data entry & analysis • kids business accts 
08/30/12 10.0 1,500.00 WWW Trust flies to Linn, BOW accts data and analysis 
09/03/12 5.5 825.00 Date entry and analysis for BOW accounts 
09/06/12 6.3 945.00 Prep meeting on 9/7, create summary tables & questions, Incorporate Linn 
and Ann data entry and review 
09/07/12 2.0 300.00 Meeting at SOS with Wadsworths 
09/10/12 3.5 525.00 RLW/BDW accts, develop Access tables 




Incidentals ___ s_s_.7_0_ 
TOTAL 29,691.95 
Retainer (25,000.00) 
Net 4,691.95 To be applied to additional retainer 
Pqe2of2 
001609
g--.~ •. ' I 
LTHAWLEY 
.C-IITROXELL Check Requisition Form 
Boise 
Check R uested 
Make Check Payable to: 
SSMI/jln Avertl Fraud Solutions 9/25/12 1:45 p.m. $25,000.00 
Retainer fee for Avert! Fraud Solutions - Expert Witness 
- - -- . --- ------------- ----- - -
Other Instructions 
- - --- ---- -------
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR APPROVAL/REVIEW 
IN-STATE CLE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting CLE) 
Jl"ORNEY EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE, ALL OUT-OF-STATE CLE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES- LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVffiES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES- STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
OFFICE EXPENSES - REI 
I ,-- ---- --- - ----- --- -- --- -- ---- ---- - --
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP Bcilse; Idaho 83702 
· A verti Fraud Solutions 
Payable to: A verti Fraud Solutions 
----- - - ---- - -
Check No.: 1882 
Client Trust Account # 1 
l'.. .. . 
· Cominent: · · Retainer fee for A verti Fraud Solutions -




Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Desaiption. 
Retainer for. Forensic Accounting Services 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D. Watkins. et al 




Boiu, l~h<i U7.lM 





Due on receipt 
Amount 
7,500.00 
Total S7,!00.00 I 
001611





::ft~~!i-a ,s:· · lotions ' ,~~ .J) .... •"' 
. serifvJa e-maih s""'"""rth-s.i'''"fe\lfiln · ·1··1· ...... *' -···· ~"' ·""' , ....... , ............ u 





~.Qt~e.. 1t.1~M J~1Q4 
i~ti~l .989 21,4.S 
www.Avert1Frai,dSoWtfonsatn 
l .•... ;~R~~G.f.~O~~Fl.l>.~ .. . :I 
.. , . ,., .. ' " ., ~· ..... ' . , ...... ' ,, .. ' . . . ' . . .. ' ' ....... :• . 
~~t FQ.r:en~ic.Acco.untl~g Ser:vicesifc>r Arthur Donald Watkin$ .Litlijation 
(Gase No;::cv. OCl.>921373): 
P~!!!r. Mt~:~lthi: 
Alter$p.e:~:~il'liJ-Wl~ ,m~ 6i~~r~sthi$. a.~~t~9o.r,sardlo8 h~vli,g ,·fc;,rmer news reporterravlew,a ·.draft 
of.my r~pc;,rtj I have,:declded a better~ppr:oach is fot. Hawl~'yTffl~~IUc>J'etiiiti'.5(>1'1ie.<>nelo. Q'.>Jlciua:snch 
a :review. 
ihepurP,ose of havi11J~~~n~te~iew my~~~ottis·to 11~uii!.tfl.ttr~pod/js::i!ailly t.1i'ld~~:ii~bl~t1:ra 
readt!t Wlth'fiO,finant;!~lc,t'J~gi1~ tt~itjjl)g,t;f! b~~0.!'.!!1~, l Pt~~,:!,\!~ ~O ,tljga,ge,,me.nf 1!:!tl:~r with a 
~9.!'iff<f~.gfi~iii,v ~l~µ~,:,~qniing the re.vtewer'.s commeo'ts,would:be·sub.mittedto.me,; n'otto:yo:b pf to 
Mr .. Richan:ls;.l1i1s rocessp· tesent.es : :·· ·tMenaod~ te'iiii!\d,0'~1·-qft1ltyfiJUftV ~08~-rn·· t1tWithH4wl. . ,.. . p .. .· ... Pl)' ·II""' , .r.L ....... "'. .. . ... · .. ,. . . ... JL ........... ~
TJi)>t~O-
HoWevet'{Mt~ R.l¢hards'1nt1de·. it v~ry:tf~~rt.f:i~t h~~~'t9. ,~~IY.t~l! ihe .r~J~v.(e~$~~mnrien~t;tirectlv 
frt!m.ttf~:it~~W\lr~ pqJpg,~ iro~JJ:FJ;Krtn·my'1ndepe~ence.,;;md obJediv~~ Therefol'e; if Mr~,Richards 
wants to rebiin:thtrd;parties to teview·:my:te;i),Qrt and fitc)vfdt;t6mmtm~ he! $tl.®ld t~tai~ ~ 
lodood~1i·Jnde~~!'li'.l¢nti;y. ·· ·· 
Accordingly t.wm revise tM te · it·for:th additional~' ·tv.·· .... · Y1:Hn 1;1;:inlTIV .. aihtt · · · · tOQ u qn ..... , ... . . .. . . . po e . . e .,ces. ,o . . ~L .. , . g·:fll ...... ~g. . YQ. . 
F(!!.bQla·i)"S.~,,i.1.!lJi:§µ~f:ti~ .I:~ t.~ W,i!:~$,\s.,g,QRl$.1J f~~~n,e~ .~qg!tio.na1 retainer, the::reta.lner· can .be· 








e ~ ,~ 
LTHAWLE. y 




44787-1 . SSMI/jln Avertl Fraud Solutions 
Retainer for Forensic Accounting Seivlces for Aurther Donald Watkins. 
Other Instructions 
Non: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY . 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR APPROVAL/REVIEW 
IN-STATE CLE DUES & FEES - PRAcrICE GROUP LEADER OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting CLE) 
:TTORNEY EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE, ALL OUT-OF-STATE CLE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITTES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
OFFICE EXPENSES - REI 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP B . ld 
. . 01se, aha 83702 
A verti Fraud Solutions · Check No.: 662 





Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Description 
Retainer for Forensic Accounting Services 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case No. CV OV 0921373 
Invoice 
See attached Time and Billing Report for the period January through March 2013. Did not hill 
hours for Denise McClure for January 2013. 
Retainer remaining after $30,000 payment: $10,900. See attached time and billing detail. 
1S33 N. Milwaukee Ave .. #181 
Boise, Idaho 83704 










TIME & BILLING 
JANUARY· MARCH 2013 
e 
AVERTI FRAUD SOLUTIONS, LLC 
Rate #Houn Amount 
01/02/13 Linda Nixon Review rough draft Forensic Report 45,00 0.5 22.50 
90.00 
56.25 








01/07 /13 .... Linda Nixon Review 2nd draft of Forensic Report 
. 02/05/13 ....... Denise ............ Analys.es.. . . . . . . . .... . 375.00 
930.00 02/07 /13 Denise Analyses 150.00 
--02./08/13 __ ,Denise--~--~~--, Tel call ~/Jace, Pho~~ ·w DCM ·auv, ltr to s-s;.,1th ;e:· r~p~rt -· ---~.-,~ ~·-v 
r.evlew, file memo 
Denise Analyses - related party trans 150.00 8.0 . ~!.~00-.oo_ 
_ 02/27/13 _) ?~111~ ,-- --···-· .. Mtg Steve Nel1hbon •.. 1.0 
,_ .... ,-,., •y- ~--··-N--""""•"•"~-···••"•H 







150.00 2.5 375.00 
150.00 5.0 750.00 
•<>mm,,,,,-·,,·,.'"'"''''"""'YW,N"'-·'"'"""'·'"""'"'""''w,,,,.,_.,,,,,..,,.,,.,_,.,_. . .,,.~, .,.,., . . ·, ·••~~·- __ ,,.,,.. . ..,,.-,,.,,.,,.,,,.,.,,._ v,,-
• . Analvses 150.00 8.5 .... l t~?5._()() 
Analyses 150.00 4.0 600.00 
Analyses . . 150.00 8.0 .1!200.JJO . 
. ____ A.n~~5..:_U1>~~!eLG. ·····---·--·-· _______ _1~2:00_ _ 8.0 1,200.00 
---- Analyses - related party trans ------·-···-· .. __ ]:~~00. .. __ 8.0 1,200.00 
Denise 150.00 2.0 300.00 ----.---·--·--·· ·------- --·-· 
Denise Mtgilt,HawleyTroxell 2.0 
Denise ............. ~~~s: T/R a~set sum111ar(~balo111cit.~~~-v ditf)~lt.s. 150.00 3.~ ........ ~.!2:99 .. 
Denise Mtg with Dennis Reinstein 2.5 
03/19/13 ····· oen1se :· =~updat~~nalyses and report prep __ ... --------, _ _ __ 1so.ll0 . ilj i;3ils:oo 
11/13 Denise Asset Comparison 150.00 3. 7 555.00 
······· ... CJ_~/11:I~ . Denise ..... Asset C:11rnparlson!Un11 re: "ud~ !~all, l)rl!I) for meet.Intl ~113h~ 150.00 5.7 855.00 
03/13/13 Denise Meeting at Hawley Troxell, follow-up changes for Dennis 150.00 8.5 . ..! r??~:(J() .. 
. o3/i4/i3" oenji;c upc1~t~·~;;~,vs~ ·and reportp~ep~ ······ ··················· ·· ·················· ·············· ) 5o.qo 5_} __ 81 ~.:.'?Q. .. 
03j_l_~l!~ De"!ise _U_pdate analys_8!!.'!!l.!l!JICl11_pl',!p___ 1~.00 2.2 330.00 
03/18/13 Denise . . Update analyses and report prep __ 1~.:....0Q.. 2.4 360.00 
03/16/13 Denise Updateanalyses and report prep ______ J~q . .29 __ 7_.8 1,170.00 
03/17/13 .. C>e11ise __ Update analyses and report prep ·- ..... 150.00 ~ :~ .. _ 1,410.00 
__ ... 03/20/U ____ Denise .,--···--·· Ul)date_!'lllll~~and repo~_prep __ . _ , 150:_00_ -~- ~_2 ___ ..?.l.!'?.:00 
CJ_3/21/1~ __ Denise . _ U~ate.o1n~lys115. and rer,ol't prep, ex~lb~, ~~ t.CJ_l>_l!nnls ... 150.00 7 .5 1,125.00 _ 
03/22/13 Denise Draft exhibits, obtain data for CC advances and trust Interest 150.00 3.8 570.00 
03/23/13 Denise ---- Meet,lngatSOS ------··-··- ·------!~:.22. 2.9 435.00 
-:--------,. .. M,_o __ d0_1fy __ 0 , .. a ... n.d cr4:~'!._11ew exhibits, analyze NH chlldrens notes 150.00 4.0 600.00 
_________ A __ n_a __ ""_e_s_.a __ n'!!eport ---·----· 150.00 7.8 1,170.()()_ 
.l.\l!lll~e ... r!Jl!>l't .... ............ ... .... . ... . . . 1 .50'.(J(),. ~:°-.... . §00.00 
... .... Meetlngwlth_Jace atsosp.o),Bal.Shtsfor.Dennls.(.8) .. . ..... ..1.~9:~ .. ..?.:~ ..... 1,170.00 
. _____ P_roof report . 45.00 1.0 45.00 
_______________ o_r11anlze & update 3/26/13 repc,rt binder 2.4 
.......... ~~~~e.<:Y. .~11.~~.r1:~e_"t.1~~-·~····- ... __ ... ..... __ ........... .1~c,_ ___ _ 
····:·-······························--····---···-----·····---·---·M······t·· "g··w·····'·· D:Relnsteln re: report, update & .revise report ................... , _ __:1_50.00 3.9 
Res 
Time and Hours Database.xlsx - Billing 4-7-13 
Incidental Expenses (printing & copying) 76.25 
Total hours and billing as of 2013-03-31 26,600.00 
Less retainer paid February 2013 (7,500.00) 
Amount due /(remaining retainer) 19,100.00 
Invoice Amount 2013-04-07 30,000.00 





ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
Check Requisition Form 
Cost Advance D Firm Char e 0 Trust D Retainer D Pe Cash D Travel Advance 
Attorney Inltlals: SSMI/Jln Date: 5/23/13 D Return to: ---------1, 
Send out 
CHECK RE UESTED 
Client/Matter # Make O,eck Pa able to: Date Needed Time needed Amount 
Denise McClure, CPA, CFE, Averti Fraud 
44787-1 SSMI/jln Solutions, LLC, 1533 N. Milwaukee, #181, 5/23/13 $30,000.00 
Boise ID 83704 , _____ _ 
L. I '' ' ' • • ' ' 
[ , I·', , 
I. ·. ·. , 
Expert Fees. 
i ', ' '· ., ,;.:,:i,:: j,~ ' 
<f'" • f,. 
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL 
CLE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting CLE) 
CLIENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENlS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITTES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVmES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNOt, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
FFICE EXPENSES - REI 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP Boise, Idaho 83702 
A verti Fraud Solutions 
Check No.: 6657 




Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Forensic Accounting Services 
Desaiption 
Arthur D. Watkins v Brian D. Watkins, et al 
Case No. CV OV 0921373 
Invoice 
See attached T"UDe and Billing Detail, April l - October 11, 2012 
Retainer remaining after this invoice is paid: $25,000.00 
I lloxID~?-2010319 
1533 N. Milwaukee Ave., 1181 
Boise, Idaho 83704 

















TIME AND BIWNG FOR WATKINS V WATKINS 
April 1, 2013 - Odober 11, 2013 
Rate •Houn 
TC with J1ce re1 mediation ind,_ fln1ndal raconh pnn,fded by Brlln. Compare n- ind 150.00 6.4 
old balanca 1heeb, analyze dlffenlnal, Zions note a RMALP payoff, tested c:omp1rtson ol n- Ind old data, Emal to JR. . 
Amount 
960.00 
··g·~jfji/i.i' . .. .. .. ~ ... [)9i,i;;· ..~·~ ··~-.. . . Phone cal J. Richardt, e-mah, plaft for addnl work - 1SO.OO ·-· ... -·!~i ~.~-=~==--~ ~~; ~-· 
05/20/U Denise Review Dous'• flnandallnfoJ ·• · 150.00 4.8 720.00 
. OSJ!~ ... Denise .. __ RIVl~dnandlllnfo;e-maUtuttoffllYI ·--· . . _ --- ·----- 150~00 ••.•. 2.1 _ _ 315.00 
·· ··· ·''J./E!..~ ...... ~ .!'1~.e . . ..•. ~!l!P.".'!!111_1 .. ~~-g~~---···· . ···--···· ... .... . ... ··-·-----···-··· · .... ! .~·Q.(l.. 4.? ....... 2~~~-
.... . os/23/u ...... .. D1nls1 . .. . ........ An•tyaa 111W AOW QB l'Kllll'III ._ . . .. ---· - · ... ·-·--·- ....... .. ............. ... ............. .. ..... ....... . .. 150.00 ......•... 3.6 ..... .. _ 540.00 .. 
.. ... ..... 01/05/U ..... ...... D1nlse .... .... • . .. COmp•l'lthe F/S with n-Q8 m .................... ..... .................... ···-·-- ------------·· ....... ......... . ........ ,,!> ... ____ ........ ..... . 
07/23/U Denise QIZ-ZOOOUNtAI• 150.00 1.4 210.00 
.. ... 08f02/H ............ _Denise ............. . E-m1ll_re:tnreturn1 A blnlcltmb . ... ... .................. .. . __ .. ........ ............. · ·-·· ····· .150.00 . ....... 0.2 ..... ~: :·30:oo: 
08/21/U Denise Analyze FRWHT notm ... . . ..1.~ :~ . .. ..... . 7.8. _ . _ _1,170.00 .. 
... · 08/31/13 ....... Denise . ...•.. Anetanalysls,pfb.~Q8data.todatabaH __ · -·--·· ··--·--------· ··· · .............. . . ...... ... !.~ :'1o.. _ .. }:~ .. ..... ~:~ . 
.. _ 09/01/13 ____ Denise ___ Anet~~ -QB dltato databue -·--- ·-· ·------- ---·--·----~ --~?--2~ ·00_ 
.. 09/0Z/13 ........... . Denise ........ .......... Anet 1n11yte, affb,}'1- Q8 data to databaN ..... . ...... ....... ···---·· ·- .... .... .... ... _ ................... . ! ~:tl!'_ .. ·---~-~-- __ ---~~:~ 
09/03/13 Denise . Tel calll D.Relnsteln, M.Clarlc, ...t _1ys.., a1fb, ,_ QB data to datab- ... 150.00 _ .... 7.1 ....... 1,065.00 . 
.... 09/06/13 --···· Denise .. . . ....... Mt, 1t HTEH, rmnn:h ,net A1et, Dennll . .. .. . .... ___ ......... --·- - ·-·-·--··-···-··· ____ ........ } ~ ,Q.(l- ---~'~-·-·-- --~~:~ _ 
_ ... o,/01/u ....... ...... 0en1se. ·. ... . . ..... Aae11..llllrklt_valie mtat1111111t, Ch111.Not11 reca1c . . .. ..... ... .... _ _____ ___ _ .. . .. .. ·- · ........... 150.oo ....... 11.8 ____ 1.no.00 __ 
.... 09/0I/U ........ Denise ... ........... Dennll re MY mtaument, NH _pmb, celh-.•~ --·-·--···------- ....... ......... 150.00 ..... 14.0 ....... 2,100.00 __ 
09/09/13 Denise Dennll, ca1h NIOUn:es 1nalysll, lff a MET Qt, JICI re Pavloff pmt111nd new -drnent 150.00 12.0 1,800.00 
·-~ .. Oli:10/J.3 · · Denise _ · ,_, __ ~ddendum · .... _ _ ... _ ... ·-~-~-====~~~.~~~~~=·:==~=~=::~~:=~===:·.·-· ·tSiiOO. ~.~:_-~- 95-~.-:~~= i,42s.oo _ 
... 09/11/13 ........ Denise ........ . .... Mta: wltll Sharon et CPA office, recommendations re: swpaen11 ·····--·-·-..... ........ ... _ .. _____ 150.00 __ . ___ 3.2 ... .. ..... 480.00 
.... 09/U/13 .......... Denise ........... Conf cal re s~b@!leffll, flnandal ltlt-fft fhl to St1111•, lnet -rdl ........... ... . ..... _ ..... ....... 150.00. . ...... 4.8 ...... ...... no.OD _ 
... ot/11113 ___E_~~!. ____ _ A1Mt_~f!!.en1u mm --------------· 1so.oo --~..JJ:!~l!C!.. 
09/'IIJ/13 Denise A.et -rdl ·a-• review 150.00 2.0 300.00 
:~~ =~=~: =.-:::--:::: ~:·· . ~~~:·:.::..i:-!':°:~-~==· : --===-=-:~=~.:~~=~ -=: .. :::.:~~.::::~:=~=~~=:~~::: :==~--~:: ·::.:1·:~: -
09/30/U Denise AIHb, tlmellne, TC Sharon 150.00 2.9 435.00 
_· 10/01/U Oentse ___ CSGWfl•(t:CNM:ODlwt.OL ___ ~--- ----- · _ .,_ w ______ , - ,,_,,,. _________ 150.oo ------··g:g-~-1~0:CXJ-
.. ... . 10/0Z/13 .... _ Denlse .......... ... CSGWfhs, chlldren'1notas.(9~:301w .• 1.+.1A) ·- ------ -- ·--·--····--···· ·····- -·-· ···-------·-· ......... _ ___ 8.7 __ ___ 1,305.00 _ 
.... _ 10/03/13 ... _ .• Denise ............ C5GW Fllm.(9:00,4:30 lea .~ ·-·--· ··--·· ·· ................................... - · ..... . . . . ... . ............... ___ 150.00. --·-· 7.0 _____ 1,oso.00 .. 
• 10/04/13 _ Denise ........... C5GW Flies (U:36-2:41> .... ------·--·--·- ___ _______ 150.00 3.3 ___ 495.00 
_10/111/13 ____ Denise ......... Tes. WIiia~ calc default onboylnotu for .declantlon .due .10/9 ...... - ... .... ... . .. ..... __ _____ 150.00 ...... 11.7 ____ 1,755.00 _ 
10/119/U Denise Finish boya notas analysis and my Dldlratlon, dlKuulonl wllh Merlyn, Steve WW.nd and 150.00 9.2 1,380.00 
............. ................................... .... ........ ) ace. rad Daus'• MSJ ............................... ............................................ _ ................. ........ ·-· .. ·-············· .. . --·· ······--·--·-··········--- ....................... . 
10/11/13 Dentsa Analyze peymentl to Dour, prep for Do111'1 MSI hnrtna, art rev1- of lnltlal CSGW 150.00 5.3 795.00 
cl , conf call wllh I tla Don'• Dedafltlon 
lnddantal Expenses (print1111 & copytnl) 99.06 
Total hours and bllltn1 u of 2013-03-31 28,974.06 
Less retainer paid Aprll 2013 (10,900.00) 
Amount due /(remaining retalnar) 18,074.06 
PAYTHIS AMOUNT: 
Retalnar to be applied to future bUll1115 25,000.00 





ype of Request {CHECK ONE): 
e 
~ 
Cost Advance D Firm Char e 
e 
' ~ 
Check Requisition Form 
Trust D Retainer D Pe Cash D Travel Advance 
Attorney lnltlals: SSMI Date: 10/17/13 
D Return to: ____ J_LN ___ --41 
Client/Matter # 
44787-1 
Requested by Make Check 
Avert! Solutions 
MWC/SSMI 1533 N. MIiwaukee Ave., #181 
Boise, Id 83704 
UESTED 
Send out 
Date Needed Time needed Amount 
10/17/13 1:45 p.m. $43,074.06 
I :,.,. ., 
I ' 
Forensic Services from April 1- October 11, 2012 
I 
I '" h - • 1, l.,"h·:1 1079 
. ·---~-
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POLICY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL 
LE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADE~ SOLS, OR RGS (when PG leader unavailable or ls requesting CLE) 
UENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBlITIONS OR qvIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOOATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
FACE EXPENSES - REI 
#16109 
REF. # 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
· A verti Fraud Solutions 
INV . # DATE P.O. # 




AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 




Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Forensic Accounting Services 




1533 N. Milwaukee Ave., 1181 
Boise, Idaho 8370-4 













AVERTI SOLUTIONS, LLC 
Tax ID: 27-2010389 
October 12 • December 31, 2013 
Date Employee Description Rita # Hours Amount 
Name 
10/12/13 Denise Prep Daclaratlon oppolln1 Dou1'1 motion, review CSGW d 150.00 3.8 570.00 
_ 10/13/13 Denise __ Do..3 •"!!Y!!! and e-mall to le(•I team 150.00 __ !.-? ___ .~~...'...~-
_, ____ 10/14/'13 Denise __ Do"I Analy,1! ---------··-·-----·-·-- 150.00 ~.:..0 ____ ?50·~-
10/15/13 De~!...5!. Finish Declaration for Do111'1 MSJ, start Gene anal 11 150.00 2.8 420.00 
10/16/13 Denise G- anal s, ~r deposition pl1nnl111 150.00 4.0 . 600.00 
____ 10/21/13 . Denise ··----Brian payment 1na~ysl1 -·-----------------··--·--· ··-······-150.00 __ 5.4 --··- 810.00 
· " _ __ 10/22/13 . Denise ___ Crestview ReHl'Vfl, Brian •n•Jpll, ADW N/P, search CSG11 150.00 6.7 __ 1,005.00 
10f23/13 Denise Rvw CSGW Dlscove!} 13 ~-00 4.3 645.00 
10/24/13 Denise Matt Summers hoUH loan, phone calll, etc 150.00 3.3 495.00 
·-··· ...• 10/25/13 _Denise __ ..... R- CSGW D1e0H1y #Z, Matt Summers house documantl 150.00 .~:!. ______ !.~·CIC!. _ 
__ l_0-=----/27/13 Denise ____ Pr~ for meetl111 on 10/28; saarch CSGW dlKOVery ______ 1.~:-~ -- ---~-9 ---~~-~(!(!_ 
10/28/13 Denise Meetln HltH, follow up~---··---- 150.00 6.6 990.00 
10/29/13 Denise Finish Gena's mu, BAFCO loan, NP a NR anal n 150.00 3.7 555.00 
W/30/13 Denise An•IYHI a depo prep 150.00 3.6 -~.00 
10 31/13 De~lse RVT, CA Ranrve, G- flndlnp 150.00 5.7 855.00 
11/01/13 Denise Meeting at HTEH, analyses 150.00 4.8 720.00 
11/02/13 Denise A.n9lyses for clepo 150.00 4.0 600.00 
11/03/13 Denise Analyses for depo prep 150.00 5.4 810.00 
11/04/~ Denise Analyses for depo prep 150.00 7 .4 1,110.00 
11/06/13 Denise HTEH ~eetl"I, BOW depo prep 150.00 8.6 1,290.()(_J_ 
11/11/13 Denise _ Brian deposition (8:JN:00 less 1.0) _____ 150.00 8.5 1,275.0Q_ _ 
______ 11/12/13 Denise ··-- _ -..!an deposition ancl_p~ep (10:00-6:00 Ins .St+ 1.4 CC ana 150.00 8.9 _ 1,335.00 
__ 1_1~/12/_ 13 Denise Parkl.. 0.0 15.00 
11/:U~Denlse __ _!rlan deposition (11:CI0-6:00 less 1.o) + prep 150.00 6.8 1,020.00 
_ 11/14/13 -· Denise Brian depc1tltlon (11:CI0-6:00 less 1.o) + prep ----- 150.00 7 .1 1,065.00 
11/15/13 Denise TC re: Bates numbered documents; review, 150.00 1.0 150.00 
11/11/13 Denise Do Anal 11 150.00 3.4 510.00 
11/11/13 Denise DoUJ'• entl No cha for 4.5 hours) 4.5 
_ _ 11/--"-_~13 Denise DoUJ's Pllymenb . . ___ 1.~.:..00 ~.:..~-- - ~!'>.:..~-
-~1/1.9/13 Denise DoUJ'• depo ~ -to HltH 150.00 4.8 720.00 
11/20/13 Denise • -~' Doll(• schedul• 150.00 2.2 330.00 
11/21/13 Denise ~ 150.00 1.8 270.00 
11/ZZ/13 Denise TC Pat L. send Info for analysll 150.00 0.7 105.00 
- -1ij~Denlse Analyze Quicken encl summarize_____ 150.00 3.8 570.00 
12/05/13 Denise SOS maatl!IJ re SN -1ys11 (9:00-12:54) 150.00 3.9 585.00 
12/09/13 Denise Foll- up from 12/5 maetlnc Nncl fll• to Stan and Pat 150.00 0.4 60.00 
12/12/13 Denise Identify and send trial balance fll• to Pat 150.00 --~.:..'!_ _ __}20.()(_J_ 
...P:/1~13 Denise _ Review de~-and prep for 12/17 meetln, 150.00 _-2:,!_______ 465.00_ 
12/17/13 Denise Maatln at HTEH 150.00 5.0 750.00 
12/11/13 Denise TC Pat re Do111 pmts and audit trall; ••rch audit trall 150.00 0.8 120.00 
- !Y_27/13 Denise Audit trall 1nalysl1 150.00 5.7 __ ~55.00 
12/28/13 Denise Audit trail anal 150.00 4.9 735.00 
12/VJ/13 Audit trall analysis, revr- addnl BOW dlscovay _ 150.00 4.2 630.00 
12/30/13 TCP.Leonard a Steve re anal , e-mail to MC re BOW dlt 150.00 1.2 180.00 
Total Time & Detail B1111111 $ 26,430.00 
Incidentals 185.25 
Total Blllln9 26,615.25 
Less: Retainer from October 2013 Bllllna (25,000.001 
Add: New Retainer 25,000.00 
PAY THIS AMOUNT: Total Invoice 2014-01-01 $ 26,615.ZS 




ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
e 
( 
Cost Advance D Firm Char e 
e 
( 
Check Requisition Form 
0 Trust D Retainer D Pe Cash D Travel Advance 
Date: 1/16/14 
D Return to: _____ ,n ___ --4
1 
Send out 
CHECK RE UESfED 
. Olent;Matter # R uested by Make Cleek Pa able to: Date Needed Time needed Amount 
44787-1 
Avertl Solutions, 1533 N. Milwaukee Ave., 
SSMI/jln #1811 Boise ID 83704 1/16/14 1-3-:4_s_p._m_. __ _ $26,615.25 
Payment for Forensic Accounting Services. 
1083 
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: cosr ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL 
DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting a.E) 
ENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CMC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
ARM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
FACE EXPENSES - REI 
GNATURE DATE APPROVED BY 
ACCOUNTING USE ONLY 
ffice'Account No.: 
I 





Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Invoice 
Description 
Forensic Accounting Services May I, 2014 through March 31, 2015 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D. Watkins et al 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
Balance remaining on January 2014 retainer 
New Retainer 
Sec attached Time and Billing Detail 
May l, 2014 through March 31, 2015 
I Tu ID,27-2010389 
Date 
3/31/2015 
702 W. Idaho, Suite 1100 
Boise, ID 83702 
PH (208) 989 2245 



















Avertl Solutions, LLC 
Time and BIiiing Detail through March 31, 2015 
TaxlD:27-2010389 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs. Brian D. Watkins et al 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
Descrl tlon 
TC S. Wlela11d re "Doug's Payments" sc~edules 
Prep schedule of Doug's Payments to S. Wieland for affidavit 
Rate # Hours Amount 
0.2 
,..... ·---··· .... 
·-- 09/14/14 _____ .Denise __ DeclaratlonpJep and send to S. Wieland_ -··-······ ·-·"----··· _150:00 ____ Q:5. . ____ .?.?.:0Q __ 
09/19/14 . De.~ise Stevl! ~leland .re R/E ~on~ract calculations 175.00 0.3 52.50 
----~9/2_1/!4 _____ (?_1!riise ___ --~e_sr>o'!!.e.re~ Brian a~~ . .°-o~g Oppo!l~l.f>.n~ t'l. M.~ - ···-·---175:00 ----· ~;2 ·- __ J~.Q:99. 
09/22(14 ......... D.~_r1i_s~ _. ____ Response re: Brian and Doug Op.positions toMSJ --···------!?5.:.o~ .. __ }.;.7, ___ 1.9.?-~Q __ 
..... 03/24/15 --·--[)~~!~~ ···--·TC S Wieland re _exhibit 11st dl!adllne for tr!~I ... - ........ ________ !Z5:0Q _______ 9:4_. _____ _7Q;.QO __ 
03/25/15 Denise Review reports, Identify documents and exhibits, prepare 175.00 7.2 1,260.00 
flies for HTEH (bank stmts, other supporting docs) 
- -- ................... ·~· . 
03/26/15 Denise Meeting with S Wieland and Jacalyn re exhibits. Follow up for 175.00 8. 7 1,522.50 
..... rl!ll!vant opl!".1.0.ns. .. . _ . . _ 
_ 03/27 /15 ~!'ise Exhibit pree._____________________ ··-·-- 175:00 3.:5 ·-·· _ 612.S>l 
, 03/28/15 ~'!!:i_e __ Exhlblt prep ..... --··- . -·-- ...... ______ --· _.___ 175.00 ___ .. 3.9 ___ 682.50 
, _ 03/29/15 D!,~ise __ Exhibit prep.. ----·- ··- .• ,, .. ____ 175.:,0_0 _ ·--~ ~ 1,5(}5.00 _ 
03/30/15 __ D_1;_~~!: Exhibit prep __ . -···------ -··· ... -··· ______________ ..1.?.?.:CJ9_ _ 6.:.2 1,085.00 
03/31/15 Denise Meeting at HTEH re: exhibits and ppt. Follow up Crestview 175.00 6.5 1,137.50 
reserves exhibits. 
Total Time & Detail Billing $ 8,702.50 
Incidentals 187.50 
Total Billing 8,890.00 
Less: Retainer Remaining from January 2014 Billing (7,155.00) 
Add: New Retainer 20,000.00 




Stephen C. Smith, Esq. 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
877 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Description 
Forensic Accounting and Litigation Support - Retainer 
Arthur Donald Watkins v Brian Watkins et al 
Case No. CVOC 0921373 




702 W. Idaho, Suite 1100 
Boise, ID 83702 
PH (208) 989 2245 











Time: 04:30 PM 
Art~ Judicial District Court. Ada County.:-. 
- ~ Receipt ·~ 
NO. 0139957 
Page 1 of 1 
Received of: Hawley $ __ .____________________________ -----88.00 
Eighty-Eight and 00/100 Dollars 
Case: CV-OC-2009-21373 Plaintiff: Arthur Donald Watkins vs. no defendant 
A - All initial civil case filings of any type not listed In categories 8-H, or the other A listings below 
For: Watkins, Arthur Donald (plaintiff} 
Total: 
Check: 118510 
Payment Method: Check 
Amount Tendered: 
J. David Navarro, 'Clerk of the Court 





; CARLY LATIIOfi& 
By: ------------------
Clerk: CCRANDJD Deputy Clerk 
001626
.E9 a. ~ 
LTHAWLEY 
_c-lTROXELL Check Requisition Form 
NAME: Stephen C. Smith HOME Boise 
OFFICE: 
Date: 11/6/2009 
Check R uested 
Client/Matter # Requested by Make Cleek Payable to: Date Needed Time needed Amount 
44787-1 SSMI/jln Clerk of the Court - Ada County 11/6/09 3:45 p.m. $88.00 
'' I : ' ' ' 
r ' I I I ' : ~•.-, .':~ -1 \ I 
t ' , II 
Filing Fee - Complaint. 
' ' ! .. il -
j ' ' I I; • 
( ~ /1 1) I::;. ' Ill '~ j J- ! 
'_ - -' _____ . - ,. ---·-' 
Other Instructions l_lP .. :::: .......... :'. ..... '.~~Vl, ... '.J · ·l!ll'!lllill1!!ll~lll!llll!ll!!t ..... : ..... ___ · __ .............. . 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR APPROVAL/REVIEW 
IN-STATE CLE DUES &. FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is reQuesting CLE) 
ITORNEY EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE, ALL OUT-OF-STATE CLE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - EAR 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITTES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - JMAR 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
OFFICE EXPENSES- JME 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Clerk of the Court 11/06/09 
118510 
#10061 
REF. # INV.# DATE P.O. # AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 









Client/Matter # Requested by Make Oleck Payable to: 
44787-1 SSMI/jln Ada County - Clerk of the Court 
Fillng fee for 1st Amended Complaint. 
Other Instructions 
Check Requisition Form 
Date: 2/10/2012 
Date Needed llme needed Amount 
2/10/12 1:45 p.m. . ~ •; $88,00 
1[111111, ,.,I ,,' t1':1·1:11;,11 '1111,1111,r:1':l i' ,i'1,J"1'Y1i!1'11::1,l1 ',,, 1 'l:,, .11;i : ,, i'i'l1'l'' ''1,' 'I ~1 __ 1J, __ J __ ,~ ,, __ • -- 1~ ,11_11_ 1_ 11 \-~'"-- 1 .. ~_JJ ... 1 __ ,. 1 __ 111<1,_ J~J·-'-
NO"TE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR APPROVAL/REVIEW 





HAWLEY TROXEU ENNIS & HAWLEY UP 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Ada Coun Clerk of the Court 
INV.# DATE 
2/10/12 Fee 02/10/12 
128061 
02/10/12 
P.O. # AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 
.44787-1 SSMI 88 .00 CLIENT COST CLEARING ACCOUNT 
' ' '··." 
001628
e 
~ ~ November 17, 2009 
• liftl:COUNIY PROCESS ~YING L.L.c. 
P.O. Box 1224 
Boise, ID, 83701 
(208) 344-4132 Business 
(208) 338-1530 Fax 
Federal Tax ID: 82-0348092 
Attn: Stephen C. Smith 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 MAIN ST., STE. 1000 
BOISE ID 83702 
208-344-6000 Business 
208-954-5298 Fax 
Reference Job #88251 when remitting. 
Arthur Donald Watkins vs Brian D. Watkins 
Case Number: CV OC 0921373 
Documenta: Summons and Complalnt 
Service Upon: Arnold Douglas Watkin• 
Personal Service to Arnold Douglas Watkins on November 16, 2009 at 6:40 PM, 
at: 9617 Dewey Rd., Emmett, ID 83617 
by Antonio Roque 
Thank You for Choosing 
TRI-COUNTY PROCESS SERVING LLCI 
Invoice #88251 
-< 
Mileage Fee $75.60 
Service Fee $38.00 
Total: $113.60 
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001632
,., ... " 
ii 
Tiffany Fisher, RPR, CSR No. 979 
Court Reporter to Honorable Melissa Moody 
200 West Front Street 




TO: HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
DUE UPON RECEIPT 
ARTHUR D. WATKINS vs. BRIAN D. WATKINS, ET AL. 
INV.NO. TF15-23 
INV. DATE: 03-10-2015 
TAXID: 45-3995517 
Case No. CVOC-2009-21373 
Hearing held on January 20, 2015 before Honorable Melissa Moody, District Court Judge. 
EXPEDITED Original and One Certified Copy 
15 pages@5.00 $ 75.00 





200 W. Front Street- Room 4172 
BOISE, ID 83702 
RECEIVED FROM /J_~  
___________________ DOLLARS $_vJ_S_!.._6 _____ _ 
FOR~~~~ ~ ,....C...u9c..-d-u'I - :>-1 3 13 
HOW PAID \.I.)~ v. w~ 
CASH 
CHECK '?~ 00 
MONEY ORDER BY~ a__.~ 
r - HAWlev TROXELL ENNIS & HAWL~··' ·' P 
( 137476 Boise, Idaho 83702 ( 
#16517 Tiffan Fisher Court Re orter to Honorable Melissa Moo 03/10/15 
REF. # INV. # DATE P.O. # AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 
216794 03/10/15 Transcript 03/10/15 44787-1 SLM 75 .00 CLIENT COST CLEARING ACCOUNT 
·· 15 .00 








Tiffany Fisher, APR, CSR No. 979 
Court Reporter to Honorable Melissa Moody 
200 West Front Street 
TO: MERLYN W. CLARK 
Hawley Troxell 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
WATKINS vs. WATKINS 




DUE UPON RECEIPT 
INV. NO. TF15-84 
INV. DATE: 10-16-2015 
TAXID: 45-3995517 
Case No. CVOC-2009-21373 
Court Trial held on October 13th and 14, 2015, before Honorable Melissa Moody, 
District Court Judge. 
Original and 1 copy 332 pages @ 3.65 $1,211.88 
(ESTIMATE) 
TOTAL DUE $1,211.88 
001635
e 
-··----- ·--· ·------ -~-- -·-- -
ARTHUR D. WATkJNs 
_ .' -Tiffany Fisher 
- - ·- . ----------- ----------------------------------------... 
Date Type Reference 
f0/19/2015 Bill 
Conservator WF # 90 Trariscnpt 
Original Amt 
1,211.88 
















~ & M COURT REPORTING SERVM~( C 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 ·. ,,.,,,,",. 
, , 1, .... ,,, 
. .\' ~;J,} 
. . . ·', ~ \·;·~'.~ 
"Excellence In Court Reporting Since 1970!,1~' 
. ·.· . ·· ·H\r 
Merlyn W. Clark · 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LL.P · 
8!7 Main Street, Suite 1000. 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
· Job # . (3496564) Invoice # 5086565 
Case: Watkin$ v. Watkins 
Witness: Arnold Douglas Watkins 
Date: · 12/10/2013 9:30:00 AM 
Charges: . 
$3:75 . Orig & 1 Transcript Fee 
Realtime + Rough Draft Provided 
·Attendance · Fee - One. Day 
l;xhib.its - Electronic Copy 
$1.00 ·. § ;\ :··.·. 
_$::::: ····· f ,;,:ff (;~J~f i:; ..• Original exhs added to existing b·inder 
6%sales tax 




$1',o~iis :,: · 
· $O~oo ·· 
$1,022.29:'.' 




t--- ·· __J, 
I 
Check Requisi~t1 
' . '·. ';·~· 
ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
,1 Cost Advance D Firm Char e Trust D Retainer 




M &. M Court Reporting Service, Inc. 
421 W. Franklin Street 
P.O. Box 2636 
Boise, Idaho 8370-2636 
Date Needed 
12/19/13 1:45 p.m. 
I . Deposition Transcript of Arnold Douglas Watkins 
i 
t 1 r1 1 rJ !1 : 50865BS 
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL 
LE DUES &. FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting CU) ..• 
LIENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNOIES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, OIARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIqTRA[)E ORG. DU~/FEES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNOI, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
FFICE EXPENSES - REI 
#10076 
REF . # 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY UP 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
M & M Court R ortin Service Inc 
I NV . # DATE P . 0 . # 
210336 5086565 12/17/13 44787-lSSMI 
....... . . · ·- . ···········--··------~----,----
133904 
12/20/13 
AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 
1022.29 CLIENT COST CLEARING·ACCOUNT . 
001638
e e . · .& M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, IN&.~/,, 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 _{ 
"l;xcellence in Court Reporting Since 1970" 
BilledtQ: 
, Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP · 
877 Maih Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Job # (3495984) Invoice # 5054685 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
. Witness: Arthur Donald Watkins 
Date: 11/11/2013 9:18:00 AM 
Charges: 
Volume I 
Copy with Realtim & Rough Provided 
Exhibits - Electronic Only 
Clark to Obtain Signature 
6% sales tax 










68 $221.00 : 
10 $1.50 




. . . ,-.... . . . ''' ... . 






ce D Firm Char e 
s: Merlyn Clark 
e 
D Trust D Retainer . 
Date: 11/20/p 
CHECK RE UESTED 
Make Check Payable to: Date Needed 
MWC/jln M&M Court Reporting 11/21/13 
Deposition Transcript of Arthur Donald Watkins on 11/11/13 at 9am. 
5054695 
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
VANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PEll;FIRM POUCY 
. · · .. : .. ·;,.·/,:. '.i~.<:· :{1/7/, _ ... ,. : , •' · ...  
S FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL · . . ·. •·•···.•' :f,: ;.',;;,.; •. :, . · · 
. . . ·_. ·.{:,:::j~'.:.·f.~:~1~:~~\ .. /· . 
· PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is req1.1~ng\~}:::;/ .·. 
::=:::NSE REIMBURSEMEKTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS ·. . .. /'}f J;,!!it 
-!ES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FE!$):. st~f: 
UNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNot, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS · .. ' .· :\''.":i/\/::.i 
- REI 






~- e _.- e 
. . ,. & M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, IN~ 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 . . 
"Excellence in Court Reporting Since 1970" 
MM 
Billed: 11/19/2013 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
· 877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
. . P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 · 
I # (3496084) Invoice # 5054985 
Watkins v. Watkins 
is: Arthur Donald Watkins 
11/12/2013 9:00:00 AM 
9S: · 
3 II 
,it.h Realtime & Rough Provided 
s ... Electronic Only 
o Obtain Signature 
es tax · 
Claim# 
$3.25 75 $243.75 
$0.15 23 $3.45 
$14.83 1 $14.83 ... . 
Sub.Total $262.03 
Payments $0.00 . . 
Balance Due ,$262.03 
.,. ,. ..... , .. , ...... . .. .. . . 




ype of Request (OiECK ONE): 
,. 
" Cost Advance D Firm Char e 
,. 
D Trust D Retainer 
Date: 11/19/13 
CHECK RE UESTED 
Client/Matter # R uested by Make Check Payable to: Date Needed 
44787-1 MWC/jln M&M Court Reporting 11/21/13 
'. 
·1, 
"ltd - ~. t,' Deposition Transcript of Arthur Donald Watkins on 11/12/13. 
. ,,~r 
- ,- - . 
' •j'I;:. ,) '1 r ;\, 
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER f.lRM.POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL . ·. · . : i?· : . . 
. ':, . •.~.'.:;::.·> 
CLE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requestlng·:CLE),;,i : · ·· 
ENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS . . .. . . ·, . .. :. 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITTES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES ". SfAY · 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
FFICE EXPENSES - REI 
SIGNATURE DATE APPROVED BY 
ACCOUNTlNG USE ONLY 
Office Account No.: ____ _ Clerk's Initials: __ _ Voucher ID: _____ --:----
DA 
001642
e . e ·. ;::}t 
Ci. M courn REPORTING SERVICE, INce::.:: :: .  . . 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 . . :.:,.:,f~ 
. ' ~ 
"Excellence in Co~1 Reporting Since. 1970'; : .·: · ;:'\ 
' . . , ·,,. 
Billed to: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP · 
877 Main Street, S~ite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Job # (3496184) lnvo.ice # 5058985 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: Arthur Donald Watkins 
Date: 11 /13/201. 3 9:32:00 AM 
Charges: 
VOLUME Ill 
Copy of Deposition · 
Realtime & Rough Draft Provided 
Exhibits - Electronic Only 




$0:1.5 .'" · 
$13.66 
· Sub Total 
Payments 
Balance Due 
. $241.31 ' . 
: ·;$0.QO ; . ·. 
$241.31 · 
• .. - - • • • • ' • • • • • • - • - • • • • • •• P P ' I r I •• o• • • • t • , , , , . • · . • • • 
~ - - ·- .- -:- - .- - - ..... - --·· - -- ...... _. ~ --- -.--.... --~~ 




"Excellence in Court Reporting Since 1970"-
Billed to: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 -1 - .... -_ 
-P.O. Box 1617 ,/' 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Job # (3496384) Invoice # 5060085 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: Arthur Donald Watkins 
f 
Date: 11/14/2013 9:00:00 AM 
Charges: 
Volume IV 
Copy with Realtime & Rough Provided 
Exhibits - Electronic Only 
Clark to Obtain Signature 
6% sales tax - $14.05 .-
Sub Total 
Payments, · :< i : 
Balance _Due ··· • -- _-
" .. - .. .. -- - .... .. .... .. ·· ·- .. •· .- -~· ... .. , .... , ......... ,. , . ~· ............... - ... - .... ... ····-~ 
. , ... ~ . .. . .. 
001644
-~ · ~ . ( . ,J & M COURT REPORTING SERVICE,· 1~:~t 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 
"Excellence in Court Reporting Since 1970" 
BIiied to: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP . 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 . 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Job # (3495484) Invoice # 5055085 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins · 
Witness: Brian D. Watkins 
Date: 11/11/2013 11 :21 :00 AM 
Charges: 
Volume I 
O& 1 plus Real-Time/Rough 
Attendance Fee - 1/2 Day 
Exhibits - Electronic Only · 
6% sales tax 
Tharp to Obtain· Signature 
Billed: 
Claim# 
$4.75 · 137' 
$75.00 1 











·. ' y 




,-. · · • • • t · • , . • . , . , , , . • • •• , •• . • • , .• . , , · . . • · •• , . . , . I 
... • • . • •• . - - · - - • - . - ... p - . . .. - - . - - • • - - - - ... - - .. . . - - .. ,.. - - - - .. . . .... - - .- - - - - . .... ;,, • •• : •• ' • ••. ••• • • - . . .. ~  
001645
-. .• • l . ·i.· • 
Check Requisil:j~_ 
' .. -~; ·/.~· --' 
ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
,1 Cost Advance · D Firm Char e D Trust D Retainer 
Attorney Inltlals: Merlyn Oark Date: 11/19/13 
UESTED 
Olent/Matter # Requested by MakeOleck Date Needed 
44787-1 MWC/jln M&M Court Reporting 11/21/13 1:45 p.m. 
i . ,:), .. 
; I I • .J ~' ~ Transcript of Brian D. Watkins on 11/11/13. 
. ' 
1 .. ,,. 1' i<r":. 1 ..,_ 
- -- ~--
APPROVALINSTRUcrIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PE~ FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL 
CLE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting CLE) . ;,-
CLIENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBlITIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
FFICE EXPENSES - REI 
IGNAlURE DATE APPROVED BY 
ACCOUNTING USE ONLY 





,..., & M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, I~' 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 
"Excellence in Court Reporting Since 1970" 
Billed to: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP · 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 . 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 · 
Job # (34955B4) Invoice # 5055285 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: Brian·D. Watkins 
Date: 11/12/2013 11 :25:.00 AM 
Charges: 
Volume II 
0&1 plus Real-Time/Rough 
Attendance Fee - 1/2 Day 
Exhibits - Electronic Only 
6% sales tax 





















. . ' . -$14.25 .... . . ·. :~·. ··. -- ., . ' .· 
$0.86 .. 





-"'· . l 
LTHAWLEY 
..C-ITROXELL 
ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
" Cost Advance 
Attorney Initials: Merlyn Clark 
Olent/Matter # Requested by 
e • 




44787-1 MWC/jln M&M Court Reporting 11/21/13 
I . . Deposition Transcript of Brian D. Watkins on 11/11/13 at 11am 
! ·- ... ~ - ( ' ~l ' 
t ' I ' I\ J 5055285 
- -
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYME,n:::PER':fIJM'. POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL . . . :C:,·/<j(:.::~. · . 
DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesttngcµ);: ; .. 
,: ' · .. . -'· 
EITT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENlS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD . . . . . t" 
MARKETING LUNOiES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, OiARITABLE COITTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES- 0ST~Y . .., ,• 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNOiES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
OFFICE EXPENSES - REI - ~------ ----·-··-- - --- - - -----:-::-----:--..-----==========i;;;~~~~~~~~ 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
#10076 
REF . # 
209868 
... ·t'" 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
M & M Court Re rtin Service Inc 









··AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 
749 .12 CLIENT COST CLEARING; ACCOUNT ,. · -




• • .. ,,,:1, · - . . . .. ( • 
(~ M COURT REPORTING SER\/IC~; ,IN<O .· 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 , · . ·., , ·" 
. . . . , ' . : .· '.- ~-i' 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Mair:, Street, Suite 1000 · 
P.O. Box .1617 , 
Boise, 1.D 83701-1617 
Job # (34962B4) Invoice # 5059085 
Case: Watkins·v. Watkins 
Witness: Brian D. Watkins 
Date: 11/13/2013 12:47:00 PM 
Charges: 
Volume Ill 
· · . . ·· ,: 
$4.50 . 
'$1'.00'.,'. ',· 
0&1 Transcript Fee -Audio Visual 
Realtime & Rough Draft Provided 
Attendance Fee - 1/2 Day $7~:00" ' , : 1-.··-~~-. -~lt?}~~(t .... 
Tharp to Obtain Signature 
Exhib.its - Electronic Only 
6% sales tax 
-- " . -.. - - - ... .. - - .......... ,. ... ··.,. ... - - ... - ....... . --- - - - - -- -- - - - -- - - - - .. - - . 
------------.... . _, _ _ 
$0.15 
$0.61 
.:~:, ,' ·:. ~·~- . : .:;.·: .·. ·: 
s: < j~~:!~' ; . 
Sub Total 
Payments 
Ba~.ance Due · 
' $8~9-31 , . . ' 
' . . ' $().()() ' 
$839~31 
. . . .. - .- .... •· .•· .... ·-..... ~ -·· ··. ··-·· ..... - .. ---. ~ "'"' .. -~ 
.... - ... , > 
001649
.-------------- ------------------- -~- · ··--· 
a .) 
e .a__ . ..... ,, 
('6 M COURT REPORTING SERVICE,.INo··:::s~}it 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 , .. / 
"Excellence In Court Reporting Since 1970" · 
Billed•to: :> 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP · 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701~1617 
Job # (3521984) .. Invoice # 5059785 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: Brian D. Watkins 
Date: 11/14/2013 11 :35:00 AM 
Charges: 
Volume IV 
O& 1 plus Real-Time & Rough 
Attendance Fee - 1/2 Day 
Exhibits - Electronic Only 
6% salestax 
Tharp to Obtain Signature 
.. ·:; ~;: :_/··. 
· Sub Total .· ·- .$6~P~06 . ... 
Payments :: ' . ..-· .. · .. $0.0.0 · . 
· Balance Due .. ·-. $638.06· .· , . 
. . ., • 'I ' 




ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
e , 
" Cost Advance Finn Char e 






CHECK RE UESTED 
Olent/Matter # Requested by Make Oleck Pa able to: Date Needed 
44787-1 SSMI / JLN M & M Court Reporting Servlce,)nc. 11/26/13 1:45 p.m. 
Deposition Transalpts - Brian & Arthur Watkins 
50600B5,50597B5,50589BS, S0590BS 
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL . 
LE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting a.El · 
UENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVITIES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES- SfAY '., 
ARM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE UAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
FACE EXPENSES - REI 
.... . ··· ·-- ··- ····· -·-·········-- --·- -·-·------~....._--........ _______ __.._ 
HAWLEY TROXEU. ENNIS & HAWLEY u.p· 
. Boise, Idaho 83702 · 
#10076 M & M Court R ortin Service Inc 
REF . # I NV . # DATE P . 0 . # . 
209943 505958/5059485 11/22/13 
11/22/13 
46052-lSSHI 
44787-lSSHI 209944 5060085 5059785 
133719 
11/26/13 
AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 
336.44 CLIENT COST CLEARING ACCOUNT 
· 1966 .88 CLIENT cosfCLEARING _ACCO!JNT : · 
001651
.. .... ,· e e 
M&M COURT REPORTING SERVICE 
26-2913728 
"Excellence In Court Reporting Since 1970" 
Billed to: Billed: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Job# (3637784) Invoice# 5621685 Claim# 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: George W. Wadsworth 
Date: 2/26/2015 10:08:00 AM 
Charges: 
0&1 Transcript Fee - Audio Visual $4.50 100 
Realtime/ Rough draft provided $1.00 100 
Attendance Fee - Full Day $150.00 1 
Wetherell to Obtain Signature $0.00 0 
Exhibits 105-108 - Scanned PDF $0.15 16 
6% sales tax $0.14 1 




(Return this section with check) 
























M&M Comt Reporting Service 
P.O. Box 2636 
Boise, ID 83701-2636 
Email: courtrepo11ers@m-mservice.com 
001652
"Excellence in Court Reporting Since 1970" 
BIiied to: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
~ \\\'\\~ ~~%._ 
Billed: 4/30/2014 ~- -
Job # (3496884) Invoice # 5243685 Claim# 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: Sharon Wadsworth 
Date: 4/24/2014 9:00:00 AM 
Charges: 
O& 1 Transcript ,Fee - Audio Visual 
Rough Draft/Re~! Time Requested 
Attendance Fee. - One Day 
Exhibits - Scanned PDF 























. - ... - - - .. - - - - - - -- - - - - - - .... . - -· ·- .... - - .. - - - . .. - - . - . .. .. . . . . . ., ... •, . ,• - ·- . .. .... - . .. .. . .. . - - .. .. . . .. . .• - - . .. .. .. . .. . . .. ... . - -- ... - . - - - .. . . -· . 
I 
(Return this section with check) 
SOUTHERN OFFICE 
421 W. Franklin Street 
P.O. Box2636 Boise, ID 83701-2636 














816 E. Sherman Ave, Ste. 7 
,Coeur.d'Alene, ID 83814-4921 
208-765-1700 208-76578097 (fax) 
1-800-879-1700 
email csmith@mmcoilrt.com 
Remit p"?L/ 7 SJ' 7- I 
-------- --------------------
001653
A ~-~ M & M COURT REPORTING SERVIC~ ~C. 
FED 10. NO. 82-0298125 . 
"Excellence in Court Reporting Since 1970" 
., .' l ' 
MM 
Billed to: Billed: 11/8/2013 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP .. 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Job# (3495784) Invoice# 5039585 Claim# 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: Donald Eugene Watkins 
Date: 11/4/2013 9:35:00 AM 
Charges: 
Orig & 1 Transcript Fee $3.75 159 $596.25 
Attendance Fee - One Day $150.00 1 $150.00 
Exhibits - Electronic Only $0.15 196 $29.40 
Schiller to Obtain Signature 
Original Exhibit Notebook $20.00 1 $20.00 
6% sales tax $2.96 1 $2.96 
Sub Total $798.61 
Payments $0.00 
Balance Due $798.61 
We appreciate your business/ 





421 W. Franklin Street 
P.O. Box 2636 Boise, ID 83701-2636 
208-345-9611 208-345-8800 (fax) 
1-800-234-9611 
email courtreporters@m-mservice.com 




·-------- ·- -- -------- ----- --·-
NORTHERN OFFICE 
816 E. Shennan Ave, Ste. 7 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-4921 
208-765-1700 208-765-8097 (fax) 
l -800-879-1700 
email csmitb@mmcourt.com 







..C-IITROXELL Check Requisition Form 
ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
J Cost Advance D Firm Char e D Trust Retainer D Pe Cash D Travel Advance 
Attorney Initials: MWC Date: 11/11/13 
D Return to: ____ J_LN ____ 11 
Client/Matter # 
44787-1 
CHECK RE UESTED 
Requested by Make Check Payable to: 
M & M Court Reporting Service, Inc. 
421 W. Franklin Street 
MWC/JLN P.O. Box 2636 
Boise, ID 83701 
Original & 1 Transcript/ Attendance Fee 
50395BS 
Send out 
Date Needed Time needed 




NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT PER FIRM POUCY 
OR SENT TO RGS FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL 
LE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADER, SOLS, OR RGS (when PG Leader unavailable or Is requesting CLE) 
CLIENT-RELATED EXPENDITURES/EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS OF $300 OR ABOVE - RGS 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVmES - LMD 
MARKETING LUNCHES/RELATED ACTIVillES, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OR CIVIC/TRADE ORG. DUES/FEES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES, ASSOCIATE LIAISON LUNCH, LEGAL ORGANIZATION DUES/FEES - SOLS 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
Boise, Idaho 83702 133606 
#10076 M & M Court R ortin Service Inc 11/12/13 
REF :. # INV. # DATE P. 0. # AMOUNT INVOICE DESCRIPTION 
· 209724 . 5039505 11/08/13 44787-11-MC 798 .61 CL.IENT COST CLEARING ACCOUNT 
Ii .. \ 
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,. 
-· ... • ®)M COURT REPORTING SERVICE, IN' 
FED ID. NO. 82-0298125 
"Excellence in Court Reporting Since 1970" MM 
Billed to: Billed: 7/7/2014 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Job # (3496484) Invoice # 5329985 
Case: Watkins v. Watkins 
Witness: Steven Neighbors 
· Date: 6/25/2014 9:30:00 AM 
Charges: 
Copy of Deposition 
Exhibits - Scann.ed PDF 
6% sales tax I . 
I . 
Claim# 
$2.25 99 $222.75 
$0.15 53 $7.95 
$13.84 1 $13.84 
Sub Total $244.54 
Payments $0.00 
Balance Due $244.54 
. . . . .... . . . . ' . . .... . ..... ·- - . .. .. ... ~ .. . . . ... . . . , ' . ' .... . . - . . . - . ... - .. 
! . . 
' 
(Return this section with check) 
SOUTHERN OFFICE 
421 W. Franklin Street 
P.O. Box 2636 Boise, ID 83701-2636 
208-345-961 l 208-345-8800 (fax) 
1-800-234-9611 
email . courtreporte~m-msrrom 
Remit Payment~ 










816 E. Shennan Ave, Ste. 7 
· Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-4921 
208-765-1700 208-765~8097 (fax) 
. · 1-800.-879-1700 
email csmith@mmcourt.com 
Remi~lf Pr 8./tnr.i 
- -------~~----------_________ ___:__ 
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~' ,, ., 
LTHAWLEY 
..C-ITROXELL 
ype of Request (CHECK ONE): 
Check Requisition Form 
0 Cost Advance D Firm Char e D Trust D Retainer D Pe Cash D Travel Advance 
Attorney Initials: MWC Date: 7/10/11 D Return to: ---------11 
0 Sendout 
CHECK RE UESTED 
Olent/Matter # · Requested by Make 01eck Payable to: Date Needed llme needed Amount 
44787-0001 slm M & M Court Reporting Service, Inc. 7/15/14 AYC $244.54 
I • 
• ,. 1' 
: . 'j1• f9e • ·· - •· Deposition of Steven Neighbors - M&M Invoice 5329965 (copy on the way down.) 
. ,, 
;::;.- ' 
< I I : ,i/,:, 
~ ~ t'.:-t " ~ ' 
APPROVAL INSTRUCTIONS 
NOTE: COST ADVANCES OF $300 OR ABOVE SHOULD BE SENT TO THE CUENT FOR PAYMENT OR SENT TO SOLS 
FOR REVIEW/ APPROVAL 
CLE DUES & FEES - PRACTICE GROUP LEADE~ SOLS, OR BPM (when PG Leader unavailable or is requesting CLE) 
HIRING COMMITTEE ACTIVmES - LMD 
MARKETING RELATED ACTIVmES - STAY 
FIRM MEETINGS/LUNCHES - MFRE 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY EXPENSES - TPAT 
FFICE EXPENSES - REI 
HUMAN RESOURCE EXPENSES - LMCC 
LL OTHER EXPENSES - SOLS 
ffice Account No.: ____ _ 
DATE APPROVED BY 
ACCOUNTING USE ONLY 




'""' ) -a: 
0 
Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 





Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
e NO.----""ciF1ic:LED~-;i9,:i,r;, 3T,,z7 
A.M.----P.M,-4,~~-
JAN 2 5 2015 
Cl ' CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, ,or:< 
By ALESIA BUTTS 
OE?U~'f 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 











BRIAND. WATKINS andROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 





BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 






STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL ) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF 
COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES 
PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES- 1 
44787 .000 I. 7895455 .1 
001658
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF ) 




ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 












Plaintiff Stella Watkins, as personal representative of the Estate of Arthur Donald 
Watkins, by and through her counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, submit 
this memorandum of costs and attorney fees incurred by the Plaintiff in this case. 
COSTS AS A MATTER OF RIGHT 
PURSUANT TO RULE 54(d)(l)(C) 
Clerk of the District Court filing fee 
Deposition transcripts 
Expert Witness Fee 
Service Fees 
Total Costs As a Matter of Right: 
DISCRETIONARY COSTS 
PURSUANT TO RULE 54(d)(l)(D) 










The Plaintiff respectfully asks the Court to award the Plaintiffs attorney fees incurred by 
the Plaintiff to litigate this action, pursuant to the provision for fees in the Defendant's Real 
Estate Contract, Idaho Code§§ 12-120(3) and 12-121 in the amount of$ 159,719.92. 
To the best of the undersigned counsel's knowledge and belief, the items of costs, 
disbursements and attorney fees set forth above are correct, have been necessarily incurred in 
proving Plaintiff's claims, and are in compliance with Rule 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure and Idaho Code§§ 12-120(3) and 12-121. 
This request for costs and attorney fees is supported by the Affidavit of Merlyn W. Clark, 
filed concurrently herewith, stating the basis and method of computation of the attorney fees 
claim and the Plaintiff's Memorandum in Support of Request for Costs and Attorney Fees. 
TOTAL COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES 
The total amount of the costs and attorney fees claimed is $166,628.66. 
DATED THIS 25th day of January 2016. 
HA WLELY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
d.f.V .. ···.,//.. ,;~ .. 7.: .. /~~- .. 
By 4?~,/~ 
MerlyflW.' Cfark, ISB No. 1026 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES- 3 
44787.0001.7895455.1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 25th day of January, 2016, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES 
by the method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHID 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorneys for Arnold Douglas and Virginia 
Watkins] 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
[Attorney for Brian D. Watkins] 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83707 
J ace A. Richards 
The Richards Firm 
0 U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
D Telecopy 208-466-7910 
0 U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-475-0101 
0 U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: rlong@foleyfreeman.com 
D Telecopy 208-888-5130 
0 U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-297-5774 
0 U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 701 S. Allen Street, Ste 101 
Meridian, ID 83642 DE-mail: jrichards@strategicsos.com 
D Tele;~7;0, 
/ / // / // 
. //// / /' ./.:. _// -· 
~~
PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES- 4 
44787 .000 l. 7895455.1 
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' 
.1 rCECEIVED • • NO. .J.,/ . . JAN 2 6 2016 
ADAOO~CLEAK 
AM. ____ MJt.:ziq<t: 
JAN 2 8 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D RIC 
Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 





Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
By ANNAMARIE MEY~ Clerk 
OEPUT\' 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 











BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 






BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 






Case No. CV OC 0921373 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS WITH 
54(B) CERTIFICATE 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 











ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 

















JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS: 
1. Judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and against 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins on the breach of contact claim pertaining to the nursing 
home real estate contract in the amount of five hundred twenty eight thousand six hundred forty 
dollars and forty three cents ($528,640.43). 
2. Judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and against 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins on the counterclaim for breach of contract on the 
compensation agreement. Plaintiff owes Defendant nothing. 
3. On Count V (fraud and deceit), with respect to Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins only, the claim is dismissed with prejudice. 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS 




4. All remaining claims against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins are dismissed 
without prejudice. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED THIS ~ 7'~ay of January, 2016. 
By~~ 
Hon. Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
RULE 54(b) CERTIFICATE 
With respect to the issues determined by the above judgment it is hereby CERTIFIED, in 
accordance with Rule 54(b), I.R.C.P., that the Court has determined that there is no just reason 
for delay of the entry of a final judgment and that the court has and does hereby direct that the 
above judgment or order shall be a final judgment upon which execution may issue and an 
appeal may be taken as provided by the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
DATED THIS d'rfT.!) day of January, 2016. 
By~~ 
Hon. Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS 





CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on thisa[/;._ty of January, 2016, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS WITH 54(B) CERTIFICATE by the method indicated below, and addressed to each 
of the following: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Stephen C. Smith 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffj 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CH1D 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83707 
~U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: mclark@hawleytroxell.com 
D Telecopy 208-954-5210 
~U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
D Telecopy 208-466-7910 
~U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-475-0101 
~U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: rlong@foleyfreeman.com 
D Telecopy 208-888-5130 
~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-297-5774 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS 




Janine P. Reynard 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
1655 W. Fairview Avenue, Suite 209B 
Boise Idaho 83702 
~ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
b Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: reynardtrustee@gmail.com 
D Telecopy 208-345-6144 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS 
WITH 54(B) CERTIFICATE- 5 
44787.0001.7905647.l 
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5680 East Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 




NO.,-~~-;k(::-/.·~tt-A-u ____ F_,rLgk) / t 
FEB 11 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE VIDAK 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
-vs-
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and 
KA TIE WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
) 
) CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
) 
) MOTIONFORATTORNEY 

















MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- I 
001667
• 
COME NOW, Defendants Arnold Douglas ("Doug") Watkins and Virginia Watkins, by 
and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius Law, and hereby move this Court 
for an order allowing recovery of Defendants' attorney fees and costs expended in the above-
captioned lawsuit from Plaintiff. This motion is made based on the fact that Defendants are the 
prevailing party in this matter and, accordingly, the Defendants seek fees as the prevailing party. 
This motion is made pursuant to Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure 54( d) and 54( e ), Idaho Code § 
12-120, specifically 12-120(3), and§ 12-121, and is based on the Memorandum of Attorney Fees 
and Costs and Declaration in Support of Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs filed herewith. 
WHEREFORE, Defendants respectfully request this Court enter an order granting 
Defendants' attorney fees in the amount of $102,023.75, based upon the reasonable hourly 
attorney fees in this matter, along with costs in the amount of $4,566.93, for a total attorney fee 
and cost award of $106,590.68. 
'fl,-
DATED this L day of February, 2016. 
MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- 2 
DINIUS LAW 
By __ -1------------
Kevin E 1mus 
Sarah allock-Jayne 
Attorneys for Defendants 
001668
. ' • e 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~ 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the~ day of February, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise, ID 83707 
for DIN 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 888-5130 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 297-5774 
cmff:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Motion for Fees and Costs.docx 
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Kevin E. Dinius 
Sarah Hallock-Jayne 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 East Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 




NO. ___ -,riii'""".~..,..-1,~ 
A.M, ____ F_,'if,. Bl~ 
FEB 1 1 2016 
CHRISTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE VIDAK 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
-vs-
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and 
KA TIE WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
) 
) CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 
) 
) DECLARATION OF COUNSEL 
) IN SUPPORT MOTION FOR 














___ D_e_fe_n_d_an_t_s. ________ ) 
Ofr!G 
DECLARATION OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS - I l f'VJ/l 
™ ~ 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
County of Canyon ) 
: ss 
• 
KEVIN E. DINIUS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. I am one of the attorneys of record for the Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold 
Douglas "Doug" Watkins and Virginia Watkins in the above-entitled action. 
2. That I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the state of Idaho and am a 
member of the law firm of Dinius Law in Nampa, Idaho. 
3. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the 
matters herein. The testimony in this declaration is based on my personal knowledge. 
4. As one of the attorneys for the Defendants, I am familiar with the records and 
method of timekeeping utilized by the firm of Dinius Law. 
5. That to the best of my knowledge and belief, the items of cost set forth above are 
correct, were necessarily and reasonably incurred, and are in compliance with Rule 54( d) of the 
Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. The discretionary costs identified above were necessary and 
exceptional costs reasonably incurred and should, in the interest of justice, be assessed against 
the adverse party as contemplated in Rule 54(d)(l)(D) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
6. That the attorney fees herein claimed to be awarded are itemized and set forth in 
Exhibit "A" attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. To the best of my 
knowledge and belief the attorneys fees set out in Exhibit "A" are correct and are in compliance 
with Rules 54( d) and Rule 54( e) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
7. That the attorney fees are reasonable and were necessarily and justifiably incurred 
and are consistent with comparable service and rates for someone of my and attorney Michael J. 
Hanby II's experience in the Third and Fourth Judicial District Courts of the State ofldaho. 
8. That the paralegal fees are reasonable and were necessarily and justifiably 
DECLARATION OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS - 2 
001671
• • 
incurred and are consistent with comparable service and rates for someone of Cindy Mackey, 
Danielle Dinius and Aysha Mraz's experience in the Third and Fourth Judicial District Courts of 
the State of Idaho. 
9. I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of 
Idaho that the foregoing is true and correct. 
1'-
EXECUTED this I ( day of February, 2016, in Nampa, Idaho. 
Kevi/i.mnius 
DECLARATION OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS - 3 
001672
• 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~ 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the_\_(_ day of February, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise, ID 83 707 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
[8J Facsimile - No. 954-5268 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
[8J Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
[8J Facsimile - No. 888-5130 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
[8J Facsimile - No. 297-5774 
forDINrLAW 
cm/T:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Declaration in Support of Motion for 
Attorney Fees and Costs.docx 
DECLARATION OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS - 4 
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Exhibit A 
Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Review complaint against Doug and Ginny; meet with Doug re: complaint 
11/22/2010 KED $250.00 2.30 $575.00 re: trust management issues 
11/23/2010 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft Notice of Appearance; fax to counsel 
11/23/2010 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: case status 
02/15/2011 MJH $200.00 2.40 $480.00 Draft Objection to Petition for Sale of Asset 
02/16/2011 CM $125.00 0.75 $93.75 Prepare Objection to Amended Petition for Sale of Asset 
02/22/2011 MJH $200.00 0.80 $160.00 Telephone call to client; prepare for hearing 
02/23/2011 MJH $200.00 2.80 $560.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on Petition to for Sale of Assets 
02/23/2011 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft Notice of Hearing 
Review correspondence from opposing counsel; consult with paralegal; 
03/02/2011 MJH $200.00 0.40 $80.00 draft response to opposing counsel 
04/08/2011 MJH $200.00 2.40 $480.00 Attend scheduling hearing and hearing on Petition for Sale of Assets 
04/27/2011 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 Review correspondence from Steve Smith; speak with Doug re: same 
07/05/2011 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Review letter from guardian; speak with Doug re: same 
07/07/2011 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: meeting with guardian 
07/19/2011 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Review Status Report; scan, save and email to Doug 
07/20/2011 KED $250.00 1.20 $300.00 Review conservator's report; email from/to Bill Tharp re: meeting 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: conservator's status report and joint strategy 
07/21/2011 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 moving forward 
Meet with Doug re: conservator's report and history of employment with 
07/28/2011 KED $250.00 2.00 $500.00 Don's companies 
Email to/from Bill Tharp re: operating agreement for ADW, LLC and issues 
07/29/2011 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 relating to gifting to children 
Travel to Schiller's; attend meeting with Ed Schiller, Bill Tharp and Brad 
08/10/2011 KED $250.00 2.70 $675.00 Poole re: case issues; return to office 
e 
08/29/2011 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Emails to/from opposing counsel re: meeting 
Travel to Boise; attend meeting with conservator and all counsel; return to 
09/19/2011 KED $250.00 2.50 $625.00 office 
09/20/2011 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Speak with Doug re: meeting with conservator 
09/27/2011 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Emails from/to Jace Richards re: accounting from conservator 
Review accounting from Neighbors; review complaint and filing date; 
10/19/2011 KED $250.00 1.80 $450.00 analyze statute of limitations issues in conjunction with accounting 
Speak with Ed Schiller re: case status, "accountings" from Neighbors and 
10/20/2011 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 closing documents for Locust Grove; review file re: Locust Grove closing 
Review and save pdfs of divorce file; telephone conference with court 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Review Don Watkins' divorce file from Utah; emails to/from Bill Tharp and 
10/31/2011 KED $250.00 1.30 $325.00 Brad Ebert re: same 
10/31/2011 DD $75.00 1.25 $93.75 Index Client Documents 
Discuss with KED; telephone conference with B.L.Dart's office re: 
11/01/2011 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 deposition transcripts from Watkins v. Watkins divorce case 
11/01/2011 KED $250.00 2.40 $600.00 Meet with Doug to review accounting from Neighbors 
Review Complaint and Demand for Jury Trial; review forensic findings; 
research legal issue of fraud; research legal issue of civil RICO claim; 
11/04/2011 MJH $200.00 3.20 $640.00 research legal issue of punitive damages as pied in the Complaint 
- Review Doug's and WCS's tax returns; speak with MJH re: statute of 11/04/2011 KED $250.00 1.50 $375.00 limitations and wage claim 11/07/2011 DD $75.00 3.00 $225.00 Scan/Index Tax Documents 
Telephone conference with Utah court clerk re: deposition transcripts; 
11/14/2011 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 leave another message for court reporter re: same 
11/18/2011 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Emails from/to Bill Tharp re: case status and Utah depositions 
11/21/2011 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Meet with MJH re: amounts due Doug 
Research legal issue of wages; draft Memorandum analyzing Idaho law 
11/21/2011 MJH $200.00 2.20 $440.00 and classification of wages; discuss with KED 
11/22/2011 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Meet with MJH and analyze damages, agent-principal and wage issues 
11/22/2011 MJH $200.00 1.40 $280.00 Meeting with client regarding agreement and wages; discuss with Kevin 
12/12/2011 KED $250.00 1.20 $300.00 Review accounting and status report from Steve Neighbors 
Draft letter to Alan Smith re: Watkins v. Watkins depo transcripts; copies 
12/13/2011 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 and mailing 
12/13/2011 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: recent status report and accounting 
Review accounting; speak with Bill Tharp re: SOS; speak with Wes 
e Seideman re: consulting as conservator expert on case; emails to/from Bill 12/14/2011 KED $250.00 2.10 $525.00 Tharp re: case status 
Discussion with KED regarding case strategy, practices of SOS Realty and 
12/15/2011 MJH $200.00 0.80 $160.00 conflicts of interest; review filings with the Idaho Secretary of State 
12/21/2011 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Review discovery propounded to Brian 
12/29/2011 MJH $200.00 2.20 $440.00 Begin Draft of Answer and Counterclaim 
12/30/2011 MJH $200.00 2.40 $480.00 Work on and revise Answer and Counterclaim 
Finalize Answer and Counterclaim to Complaint; begin Draft of Motion to 
01/03/2012 MJH $200.00 4.80 $960.00 Dismiss 
Research legal issue of pleading fraud; research legal issue of civil 
racketeering violations; research legal issue of punitive damages; Work 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
01/06/2012 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Edit and revise motion to dismiss 
Prepare Motion to Dismiss, Memorandum, Notice of Hearing and Answer 
and Counterclaim for filing with the Court; fax to counsel; calendar 
01/12/2012 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 response deadlines 
01/17/2012 MJH $200.00 0.30 $60.00 Telephone call from opposing counsel 
01/20/2012 MJH $200.00 0.40 $80.00 Review Demand for Notice; discuss joint defense agreement with KED 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: joint defense agreement; speak with Ed Schiller 
re: same; emails from/to Jace Richards re: Demand for Notice; speak with 
01/20/2012 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 Bill Tharp re: same 
e 01/23/2012 MJH $200.00 0.30 $60.00 Review correspondence from counsel for conservator 01/23/2012 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Review Brian's response to discovery 
Draft Motion to Dismiss and Notice of Hearing; prepare Memorandum in 
01/23/2012 CM $125.00 1.50 $187.50 Support of Motion to Dismiss and Answer and Counterclaim 
Prepare for and attend hearing on Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Amend 
01/26/2012 MJH $200.00 4.20 $840.00 Complaint 
Speak with MJH re: motion to dismiss; conference with Bill Tharp re: case 
01/26/2012 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 issues 
01/27/2012 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Review joint defense agreement from Bill Tharp 
Review Amended Complaint; begin drafting First Interrogatories, Requests 
01/30/2012 CM $125.00 2.25 $281.25 for Admission and Requests for Production of Documents to Plaintiff 
Continue drafting First Interrogatories, Requests for Admission and 
Requests for Production of Documents to Plaintiff; draft Notice of Service; 
01/31/2012 CM $125.00 2.00 $250.00 fax file notice; fax to counsel; calendar response deadline 
01/31/2012 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Edit and revise discovery to Donald 
e Meet with Doug re: case status and joint defense agreement; speak with 02/03/2012 KED $250.00 1.60 $400.00 Bill Tharp re: same 
02/21/2012 CM $125.00 2.25 $281.25 Draft Answer to Amended Complaint and Counterclaim 
Telephone call from Jace Richards regarding discovery; review 
02/21/2012 MJH $200.00 0.40 $80.00 correspondence from Richards; discuss with CM 
Edit and revise answer to amended complaint; speak with Bill Tharp re: 
02/22/2012 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 same 
02/24/2012 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Edit and revise answer to amend complaint and counterclaim 
02/27/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Review and save Brian's Answer and Counterclaim; email to Doug 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Review Plaintiffs Responses to Doug's 1st rogs, RFAs and RFPs; scan 
and save responses and responsive documents; instructions to DD re: 
Bates number and index Plaintiffs document production; email responses 
03/02/2012 CM $125.00 0.75 $93.75 to Doug 
03/03/2012 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review discovery responses; dictate follow-up on accounting issues 
03/06/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Discuss claims, counterclaims and accounting with DD 
03/06/2012 DD $75.00 1.00 $75.00 Review Discovery responses, create timeline spreadsheet 
03/15/2012 DD $75.00 2.00 $150.00 Review Discovery, Revise Timeline, Begin drafting Meet and Confer Letter 
- 03/19/2012 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review reply to counterclaim; dictate follow-up discovery items 03/20/2012 CM $125.00 1.25 $156.25 Review discovery responses; edit and revise meet and confer letter Update Bates Index re: Plaintiffs document production; continue reviewing 
04/11/2012 CM $125.00 6.00 $750.00 Plaintiffs discovery response; finish drafting meet and confer letter 
04/12/2012 KEO $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Edit and revise meet and confer letter re: discovery responses 
05/01/2012 KEO $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Speak with MJH re: status conference 
Meet with defense counsel; Attend status conference; confer with defense 
05/01/2012 MJH $200.00 2.30 $460.00 counsel; discuss with KEO 
05/02/2012 KEO $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Emails from/to Tharp re: scheduling meeting with brothers and counsel 
05/09/2012 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Emails from/to opposing counsel re: case status and meeting with brothers 
05/15/2012 KEO $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Emails to/from opposing counsel to schedule meeting 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: case issues and meeting with the brothers and 
05/21/2012 KEO $250.00 0.30 $75.00 counsel 
05/25/2012 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Review file in preparation for meeting 
Research Barritz Court Apartments; discuss with KEO; draft Subpoena 
05/29/2012 CM $125.00 1.25 $156.25 Duces Tecum to TitleOne 
Meet with brothers and counsel re: history of dealings with their father; 
review divorce affidavit; conduct property search re: Barittz Apartments 
05/29/2012 KEO $250.00 4.80 $1,200.00 and sale in December 2011; speak with Doug and Bill Tharp re: same 
Contact court clerk re: audio of April 8, 2011 hearing; telephone 
05/30/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 conference with Doug; memo to KEO 
Draft Motion to Compel, Affidavit of KEO and Notice of Hearing; copies; 
06/04/2012 CM $125.00 1.00 $125.00 fax to counsel 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Calendaring re: trial deadlines; telephone conference with Judge Wilper's 
clerk re: trial length; instructions to DD re: service of TitleOne Subpoena; 
06/06/2012 CM $125.00 1.00 $125.00 fax file Affidavit of Service re: same 
06/06/2012 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Edit and revise motion to compel 
Review Conservator's Status Reports; draft Defendants' Second Set of 
06/08/2012 CM $125.00 0.75 $93.75 Requests for Production of Documents to Plaintiff and Notice of Service 
Review Brian's discovery requests for Plaintiff; calendar response 
06/11/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 deadline; print, save and email to client 
Work on coordinating depos of Neighbors and Don; edit and revise 
- 06/14/2012 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 discovery to Neighbors Review correspondence from opposing counsel regarding deposition of 06/15/2012 MJH $200.00 0.80 $160.00 Don Watkins; discuss with KED; draft reply 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: Locust Grove transfers to children; review 
documents from Don transferring membership of ADW, LLC to children 
and transferring land into LLC; review Neighbors claims relating to Locust 
06/18/2012 KED $250.00 1.20 $300.00 Grove 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: motion to compel against Neighbors; emails 
to/from Steve Smith re: failure to receive opposition to our motion to 
06/20/2012 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 compel; review correspondence from Bill Tharp re: same 
Review and save emails between counsel; forward to client; search for 
Plaintiffs Response to Defendants' Motion to Compel; draft letter to Smith 
06/21/2012 CM $125.00 0.75 $93.75 re: depo availability; fax 
Emails to/from Steve Smith re: motion to compel; review documents from 
Neighbors and response to meet and confer letter from April 12th; review 
motion to compel; email to Bill Tharp re: affidavit from his paralegal re: 
e 06/21/2012 KED $250.00 1.40 $350.00 document production issues Review discovery responses; speak with Bill Tharp re: conservator's 
06/22/2012 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 blaming Brian for production issues 
06/25/2012 DD $75.00 0.20 $15.00 Draft Notice of Vacating Hearing 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: notes from Don to children for $165,000 and 
06/25/2012 KED $250.00 1.30 $325.00 $1.5M; speak with MJH re: hearing with court re: discovery issues 
Prepare for and argue Doug Watkins' Motion to Compel production of 
06/25/2012 MJH $200.00 3.40 $680.00 documents 
Draft letter to Robert Echard re: Don Watkins' deposition transcript from 
06/26/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 divorce case; fax 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: additional documents located and schedule 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Review correspondence from opposing counsel; work with Cindy regarding 
07/03/2012 MJH $200.00 0.40 $80.00 meet and confer conference; draft correspondence to opposing counsel 
Review TitleOne document production; save all as pdfs; merge as one pdf; 
07/09/2012 CM $125.00 3.00 $375.00 begin indexing 
Review documents from Title One re: sale of Barritz; email from/to Tharp 
07/09/2012 KED $250.00 1.20 $300.00 re: same and depo scheduling issues 
Discuss with KED; draft Notice of Taking Audio-Visual Deposition of Don 
07/10/2012 CM $125.00 2.25 $281.25 Watkins; continue indexing Title One documents 
- Review informal discovery responses from Richards; emails to/from Bill re: 07/10/2012 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 same 07/10/2012 MJH $200.00 0.80 $160.00 Review informal discovery responses provided by Jace Richards 
Telephone conference with Tharp's office re: discovery issues; finish 
indexing TitleOne documents; draft letter to all counsel re: same; burn 
07/11/2012 CM $125.00 4.25 $531.25 CDs; copies and mailing 
07/11/2012 DD $75.00 0.50 $37.50 Bates Number/Index Plaintiff Document Production 
Travel to Boise and meet Bill Tharp to review documents; return to office; 
07/11/2012 KED $250.00 4.20 $1,050.00 review Plaintiff's discovery responses 
07/11/2012 MJH $200.00 0.40 $80.00 Review correspondence from Jace Richards; discuss with KED 
Review audio of 04/18/11 hearing, note relevant portion; discuss with KED; 
copy audio CD; draft letter to Bill Tharp re: same; copies and mailing; draft 
3rd RFPs to Plaintiff and Notice of Service; fax to counsel; fax file notice; 
07/12/2012 CM $125.00 1.00 $125.00 calendar response deadline 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: discovery issues; email to/from all counsel re: 
meet with confer; review audio from hearing with Judge Beiter re: sale of 
07/12/2012 KED $250.00 1.70 $425.00 Barritz 
07/12/2012 MJH $200.00 0.70 $140.00 Review audio transcript of hearing; discuss case strategy with KED 
Telephone conference with court clerk re: our request for copies; 
instructions to JD to pickup; complete Request to Inspect re: Affidavit of 
07/13/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Paul Head filed under seal 
Retrieve documents for KED review; emails to/from Tharp's office re: 
07/17/2012 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 index of Brian's documents; discuss need for index with DD 
07/17/2012 KED $250.00 2.70 $675.00 Meet with Doug to review documents 
Draft Amended Notice of Taking Audio-Visual Deposition Arthur Donald 
07/19/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Watkins; fax file; fax to counsel and court reporter 
07/24/2012 CM $125.00 4.00 $500.00 Bates index BDW documents produced by Plaintiff 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
07/25/2012 CM $125.00 1.50 $187.50 Continue indexing BOW documents 
07/26/2012 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Emails from/to Bill Tharp re: discovery issues 
08/01/2012 KEO $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Meet with Bill Tharp re: discovery issues 
08/01/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Discuss Plaintiffs document production with MJH 
Conference with Bill Tharp and KEO; attend meet and confer conference 
regarding production of documents; draft correspondence regarding 
08/01/2012 MJH $200.00 1.90 $380.00 vacating depositions; review responses. 
Draft Notice Vacating Audio-Visual Deposition of Arthur Donald Watkins; 
08/02/2012 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 fax file; fax to counsel and reporter 
- 08/02/2012 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Work on discovery; speak with Doug re: same 08/06/2012 MJH $200.00 0.40 $80.00 Telephone call from Jace Richards regarding discovery issues Review correspondence and September 2011 Settlement Agreement from 
Jace Richards; discuss with KEO; draft correspondence to Tharp; 
08/08/2012 MJH $200.00 1.40 $280.00 telephone call from Tharp regarding settlement agreement 
Review discovery from conservator; dictate letter re: redaction of 
08/09/2012 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 conservator billings 
08/13/2012 KEO $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Speak with Doug re: case status 
09/20/2012 MJH $200.00 0.50 $100.00 Review correspondence from opposing counsel; draft response 
09/26/2012 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 Review Plaintiffs document production; save 
Copy Plaintiffs document production (1 DVD, 2CDs) for Tharp, Schiller 
09/27/2012 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 and clients; draft letter to counsel; cc client; copies and mailing 
10/22/2012 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review guardian's accounting 
10/23/2012 DD $75.00 2.25 $168.75 Index BOW bates numbered documents 
10/24/2012 DD $75.00 3.00 $225.00 Bates index BOW documents 
12/20/2012 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Speak with Ed Schiller re: case status 
01/24/2013 DD $75.00 1.00 $75.00 Bates Index documents 
01/29/2013 KEO $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: case status 
02/25/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft Non-Opposition to Motion to Withdraw; fax file; fax to counsel 
03/14/2013 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: case issues 
03/15/2013 DD $75.00 1.50 $112.50 Bates Index documents 
03/22/2013 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Teleconference with counsel re: discovery issues 
03/27/2013 KEO $250.00 0.70 $175.00 Review Plaintiffs expert disclosure 
03/29/2013 KEO $250.00 0.70 $175.00 Review stipulation from Merlyn Clark; speak with Bill Tharp re: same 
04/01/2013 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Work on discovery issues 
Email from Merlyn Clark; conference with Bill Tharp re: case and discovery 
04/02/2013 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 issues 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
04/11/2013 CM $125.00 0.10 $12.50 Telephone conference with Doug re: discovery issues 
Discuss status with KEO; draft letter to Clark re: extension to respond to 
04/24/2013 CM $125.00 0.20 $25.00 discovery; fax 
Work on discovery; speak with Merlyn Clark re: discovery and settlement 
04/24/2013 KEO $250.00 1.30 $325.00 issues 
04/25/2013 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Emails from/to Merlyn re: confidentiality agreement 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: discovery and settlement issues; emails to/from 
04/30/2013 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Merlyn Clark re: case status 
Meeting with client and KEO; review client documents; work on responses 
- 05/06/2013 MJH $200.00 2.50 $500.00 to discovery requests; discuss with Cindy Meet with Doug re: case issues and discovery; work on discovery 05/06/2013 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 responses 
Telephone conference with Tammy at Hawley Troxell; begin drafting 
05/10/2013 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 responses to 1st regs to Doug 
05/13/2013 CM $125.00 1.50 $187.50 Continue drafting Doug's Responses to Plaintiffs 1st regs 
Finish drafting Doug's Responses to Plaintiffs 1st regs; email to Doug; 
begin drafting Doug's Responses to Plaintiffs 1st RFPs; revise Bates 
05/14/2013 CM $125.00 4.00 $500.00 Index re: client documents; begin scanning client documents 
Continue scanning client documents; prepare working copies re: hearing 
05/15/2013 CM $125.00 2.50 $312.50 on Motion for Protective Order; telephone conference with Doug 
Save scanned client documents; bates number documents; speak with 
05/15/2013 DD $75.00 0.50 $37.50 CM re: the same 
Review and analyze Motion for Protection Order, proposed Protection 
Order, and affidavits in support; draft oral argument in opposition to 
05/15/2013 MJH $200.00 4.40 $880.00 motion; prepare for and attend hearing on Motion for Protection Order 
Speak with Merlyn re: protection order issues and settlement conference; 
05/15/2013 KEO $250.00 2.20 $550.00 speak with MJH re: hearing; edit and revise discovery responses 
Work on, revise, and edit discovery responses for Doug and Ginny; review 
05/16/2013 MJH $200.00 1.50 $300.00 and finalize production of documents 
Review proposed orders from Clark; emails from/to Merlyn Clark re: 
05/16/2013 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 mediation 
05/21/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft letter to Clark re: verification pages; copies and mailing 
Meet with Doug and travel to Boise; meet with Merlyn, Neighbors and 
05/22/2013 KEO $250.00 3.40 $850.00 Richards re: case issues; return to office 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
05/24/2013 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Emails to/from Merlyn Clark re: settlement proposal 
05/28/2013 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Work on discovery; review financial statement from Doug 
05/31/2013 KED $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Emails from/to Merlyn re: scheduling issues 
06/03/2013 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Emails to/from Clark re: financial statement and possible settlement 
Review email from Clark re: sworn declaration; speak with MJH re: 
06/10/2013 KED $250.00 1.50 $375.00 researching case law re: fraud by another person 
Meet with Doug re: case status and Neighbors' demands for financial 
information; work on discovery and documents produced by Neighbors; 
06/11/2013 KED $250.00 1.60 $400.00 speak with MJH re: motion for summary judgment 
- 06/12/2013 DD $75.00 0.20 $15.00 Calendar scheduling order 06/12/2013 MJH $200.00 3.20 $640.00 Research issue of effect of fraud on conveyance to innocent party Review Plaintiffs "DONW" document production (16596 documents), pull email correspondence produced for KED review (1694 documents); begin 
06/13/2013 CM $125.00 3.50 $437.50 indexing DONW documents 
06/14/2013 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 Work on discovery; identify documents for review; call to Bill Tharp 
06/18/2013 DD $75.00 1.50 $112.50 Bates number plaintiffs document production 
06/19/2013 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 Work on discovery and document review 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: case issues; review email documents produced 
06/21/2013 KED $250.00 1.60 $400.00 by conservator 
06/24/2013 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 Continue review of emails produced by Neighbors 
06/25/2013 KED $250.00 1.70 $425.00 Continue review of documents produced by Neighbors 
06/26/2013 KED $250.00 1.20 $300.00 Review documents produced by Neighbors 
07/01/2013 KED $250.00 2.10 $525.00 Continue review of documents produced by Neighbors 
07/02/2013 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Continue review of emails produced by conservator 
07/03/2013 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Continue review of documents 
07/29/2013 DD $75.00 5.00 $375.00 Bates number BDW document production 
07/31/2013 DD $75.00 5.00 $375.00 Continue bates indexing document production 
08/07/2013 DD $75.00 1.75 $131.25 Continues bates indexing BDW document production 
08/09/2013 DD $75.00 0.50 $37.50 Bates index BDW documents 
08/12/2013 KED $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: document production issues 
08/20/2013 DD $75.00 2.00 $150.00 Bates index BDW document production 
Review and analyze Amended Complaint; research issue of Civil RICO; 
research issue of conversion; research issue of fraud; begin Draft of 
08/23/2013 MJH $200.00 5.20 $1,040.00 Motion for Summary Judgment 
08/26/2013 KED $250.00 1.30 $325.00 Continue review of documents 
Continue working on Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Review DONW, BDW and client documents re: Watkins Contracting 
invoices; discuss with MJH; copy discs produced by Plaintiff, draft letter to 
08/28/2013 CM $125.00 2.00 $250.00 Tharp re: same; copies and mailing 
Telephone call to client regarding Watkins Contracting; discuss issue of 
08/28/2013 MJH $200.00 4.30 $860.00 Note signed by client 
Review and analyze expert report; review financial records; continue work 
08/29/2013 MJH $200.00 2.50 $500.00 on Memorandum in Support of Summary Judgment 
Continue working on Memorandum in Support of Summary Judgment; 
09/03/2013 MJH $200.00 3.30 $660.00 discuss factual issues with KED 
- Review discovery; work on summary judgment issues; call to Bill Tharp re: 09/03/2013 KED $250.00 1.30 $325.00 same 09/05/2013 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Work on summary judgment issues 
Meet with client regarding summary judgment motion; work on and revise 
09/06/2013 MJH $200.00 2.50 $500.00 affidavit and summary of undisputed facts 
09/06/2013 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Speak with MJH re: summary judgment issues 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: discovery and case issues; work on summary 
09/09/2013 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 judgment issues 
Review Plaintiffs supplemental expert disclosure; work on and finalize 
09/10/2013 MJH $200.00 5.40 $1,080.00 Memorandum in Support of Summary Judgment 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: case issues; speak with MJH re: final summary 
09/10/2013 KED $250.00 1.40 $350.00 judgment issues 
Continue reviewing documents produced re: Locust Grove; review and 
09/11/2013 CM $125.00 3.50 $437.50 format Memorandum in Support of SJ 
09/11/2013 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 Work on summary judgment memorandum 
Work on summary judgment; edit and revise memorandum; review 
e 09/12/2013 KED $250.00 1.40 $350.00 addendum to plaintiffs expert report 09/13/2013 KED $250.00 1.50 $375.00 Edit and revise memorandum in support of summary judgment 
Review changes and edits to the Memorandum in Support of Summary 
09/16/2013 MJH $200.00 0.80 $160.00 Judgment; work on edit Memorandum 
09/17/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Telephone conference with Doug re: summary judgment 
Review subpoena from Hawley Troxell to Wadsworths; emails to/from 
09/17/2013 KED $250.00 1.40 $350.00 Merlyn Clark re: same; final revisions to summary judgment memorandum 
Meet with MJH re: summary judgment and expert issues; analyze fiduciary 
09/18/2013 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 duty issues relating to Doug 
Finish reviewing Memorandum; draft Affidavits of Doug, Ginny and MJH, 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Meet with client regarding affidavits; revise memorandum in support of 
09/19/2013 MJH $200.00 1.80 $360.00 summary judgment 
09/20/2013 MJH $200.00 0.50 $100.00 Meeting with client 
Telephone conference with Judge Wilper's clerk; draft Amended Notice of 
09/25/2013 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 Hearing; review Plaintiff's subpoenas and notices of deposition; calendar 
09/25/2013 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: summary judgment issues and hearing schedule 
09/26/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft Amended Notice of Hearing; fax file; fax to counsel 
- 09/26/2013 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 Work on discovery and summary judgment issues 10/04/2013 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Work on summary judgment issues 10/07/2013 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review trust and LLC documents 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: deposition issues; briefly review plaintiff's motion 
10/09/2013 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 for summary judgment 
10/10/2013 CM $125.00 0.10 $12.50 Calendar reminders re: Plaintiff's SJ 
10/11/2013 KED $250.00 1.60 $400.00 Conference with all counsel for scheduling purposes 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: case status; emails from/to all counsel re: 
10/15/2013 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 conference call with court 
Review Opposition to Summary Judgment; Motion to Strike; and Rule 56(f) 
10/15/2013 MJH $200.00 1.00 $200.00 Motion; discuss with KED 
Participate in conference call with court; emails from/to all counsel re: 
10/16/2013 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 order vacating trial 
10/18/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Update calendaring re: amended deposition notices 
Review summary judgment declarations filed by Plaintiff; speak with MJH 
10/18/2013 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 re: same 
- 11/04/2013 KED $250.00 5.10 $1,275.00 Travel to Boise and attend deposition of Gene; return to office 11/04/2013 MJH $200.00 4.00 $800.00 Prepare for and attend deposition of Gene Watkins 11/05/2013 KED $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: case issues 11/06/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft Notice of Taking Audio-Visual Deposition of Don Watkins 
Meet with Doug re: case issues and deposition strategy; speak with Bill 
11/06/2013 KED $250.00 1.60 $400.00 Tharp re: same; work on deposition issues for Don's deposition 
Speak with client regarding bates numbered document; review index; 
11/07/2013 DD $75.00 0.20 $15.00 email client re: the same; email KED and CM 
11/08/2013 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 Copies for Don Watkins deposition 
Emails from/to Merlyn re: deposition issues; prepare for deposition of Don; 
11/08/2013 KED $250.00 1.40 $350.00 speak with Bill Tharp re: same 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
11/11/2013 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 Additional copies for Don Watkins deposition 
Travel to Boise and attend deposition of Don; attend part of Brian's 
deposition; return to office; follow-up on discovery issues; review additional 
11/11/2013 KEO $250.00 5.10 $1,275.00 documents for second day of deposition for Don 
Meet with client and KED in preparation for deposition; attend deposition of 
11/11/2013 MJH $200.00 3.50 $700.00 Brian Watkins 
11/12/2013 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 Save Don Watkins depo video; burn DVDs (x4) 
11/12/2013 KEO $250.00 3.50 $875.00 Travel to Boise and attend day 2 of Don's deposition; return to office 
11/13/2013 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Review depo of Don Watkins; prepare for final day of depo of Don 
- 11/13/2013 MJH $200.00 0.80 $160.00 Discuss deposition with Doug; discuss with KEO Save Don Watkins video depos (11/13-14); burn DVDs (x8); draft letter to 11/14/2013 CM $125.00 1.25 $156.25 Clark re: vacate Ginny's depo; fax Meet with Doug; travel to Boise and attend deposition of Don; return to 
11/14/2013 KEO $250.00 3.30 $825.00 office; review amendments to real estate contracts 
11/19/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Calendar updated trial deadlines 
11/19/2013 DD $75.00 0.20 $15.00 Verify calendaring of updated trial deadlines 
11/19/2013 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Meet with Doug to prepare for deposition 
Telephone conferences with Ginny and Doug re: reset deposition; 
11/22/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 calendar 
11/22/2013 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Emails from/to Tharp and Clark re; resetting deposition of Doug Watkins 
11/26/2013 KEO $250.00 1.20 $300.00 Review documents produced by Plaintiff 
12/09/2013 KEO $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Review file in preparation for Doug's deposition 
Meet with Doug; attend deposition of Doug Watkins; review documents 
12/10/2013 KEO $250.00 8.10 $2,025.00 produced by Brian 
- 12/16/2013 KEO $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Review Don's depo change sheet Emails from/to Merlyn re: discovery issues; review discovery served on 12/17/2013 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Ginny; dictate responses 12/18/2013 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft letter to client re: deposition transcript; copies and mailing 
01/08/2014 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: case status 
Speak with client re: pending case; receive audio from client; email KEO 
01/10/2014 DD $75.00 0.25 $18.75 re: the same 
01/13/2014 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 Office conference with Doug; discuss with KEO 
01/13/2014 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Speak with Doug re: case status 
Review deposition transcripts and Don's discovery responses relating to 
02/14/2014 KEO $250.00 1.10 $275.00 claims against Doug 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
02/28/2014 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 Meet with Doug re: case issues; review option agreement 
03/03/2014 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 Review supplemental discovery from Hawley Troxel 
Speak with Merlyn Clark re: settlement; review additional document 
03/07/2014 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 production 
Meet with Doug re: settlement offer and case status; review documents re: 
03/10/2014 KED $250.00 1.30 $325.00 amounts claimed against Doug 
03/11/2014 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Work on discovery; review summary judgment issues 
03/12/2014 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review amended expert disclosures 
03/17/2014 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 Meet with Doug re: case issues 
- 03/26/2014 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Review Don's objection to joinders in our summary judgment 04/02/2014 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Review discovery from Hawley Troxel to Doug and Ginny 04/03/2014 KED $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: case issues 
04/07/2014 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Review amended motion for summary judgment 
Speak with Ed Schiller re: case issues and summary judgment; work on 
04/10/2014 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 opposition to amended summary judgment 
Review additional filings from Hawley Troxell; analyze upcoming 
04/11/2014 KED $250.00 1.50 $375.00 deposition needs; work on summary judgment opposition 
Begin review of Don Watkins deposition; begin revision to summary 
04/11/2014 MJH $200.00 2.50 $500.00 judgment memorandum 
04/14/2014 KED $250.00 1.40 $350.00 Edit and revise opposition to summary judgment 
Continue review of Don Watkins deposition; continue revision to summary 
04/14/2014 MJH $200.00 4.50 $900.00 judgment memorandum 
04/16/2014 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 Emails with Clerk's office; work on summary judgment 
Prepare Memorandum in Support of Defendants' Amended Motion for 
Summary Judgment; draft Amended Motion for Summary Judgment and 
- 04/17/2014 CM $125.00 2.25 $281.25 Affidavit of Counsel Final revisions to summary judgment memorandum; emails with all 04/17/2014 KED $250.00 2.70 $675.00 counsel re: discovery issues; review conservator's accounting/report Emails with all counsel; speak with Bill Tharp; prepare for deposition of the 
04/18/2014 KED $250.00 1.50 $375.00 Wadsworths 
Draft Notice of Taking Audio-Visual Deposition of Steven Neighbors; fax 
04/21/2014 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 file; fax to counsel and court reporter 
Prepare for deposition of George Wadsworth; emails with all counsel re: 
04/21/2014 KED $250.00 1.20 $300.00 vacating deposition of George and hearing on summary judgment 
04/22/2014 MJH $200.00 0.50 $100.00 Telephone call from client; discuss with KED 
Speak with Tharp re: case issues; prepare for George's deposition; speak 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
04/23/2014 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Work on deposition issues 
04/24/2014 CM $125.00 1.00 $125.00 Office conference with Doug re: convert, transfer and save audio files 
04/24/2014 DD $75.00 0.50 $37.50 Draft responses to second ROGS and RFP; draft notice of service 
Speak with schiller re: case status; speak with Doug re: audio; edit and 
04/24/2014 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 revise supplemental discovery responses 
04/24/2014 MJH $200.00 8.00 $1,600.00 Prepare for and attend deposition of Sharon Wadsworth 
04/25/2014 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Emails with opposing counsel re: discovery issues 
04/28/2014 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Draft letter to Clark re: original discovery responses; copies and mailing 
Draft Amended Notice of Hearing (SJ) and Non-Opposition to Motion to 
- 04/28/2014 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 Withdraw; calendaring Review file; travel to Ada County and attend status conference with court 04/28/2014 KED $250.00 2.20 $550.00 and counsel; return to office 
04/28/2014 MJH $200.00 2.20 $440.00 Attend status and scheduling conference 
Emails with Merlyn re: discovery issues; speak with Doug re: case status 
04/29/2014 KED $250.00 0.30 $75.00 and scheduling issues 
04/30/2014 KED $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Emails from/to Clark re: deposition scheduling 
Draft 5th RFPs to Plaintiff and Notice of Service; search for Plaintiff's 
05/05/2014 CM $125.00 0.50 $62.50 response to 4th RFPs 
Review reports of Steve Neighbors; review accountings; review affidavits 
05/07/2014 MJH $200.00 3.50 $700.00 of Don; begin draft of outline of questions in preparation for deposition 
Draft Amended Notice of Taking Audio-Visual Deposition of Steve 
05/13/2014 CM $125.00 0.25 $31.25 Neighbors; email client 
Speak with Bill Tharp re: case status and expert issues; speak with Doug 
05/13/2014 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 re: same 
- Review and analyze privilege log; discuss with KED; begin draft of letter 06/09/2014 MJH $200.00 2.00 $400.00 regarding claimed privileges 06/09/2014 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 Review discovery responses from Hawley Troxell 06/16/2014 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Begin preparing for deposition of Steve Neighbors 
06/17/2014 KED $250.00 0.70 $175.00 Review documents in preparation for Neighbors deposition 
06/18/2014 KED $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Continue prep for Neighbors deposition 
06/23/2014 KED $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Prepare for deposition of Neighbors 
06/24/2014 CM $125.00 0.75 $93.75 Copy and organize documents for Neighbors deposition exhibits 
Continue work on outline of questions and continue preparation for 
06/24/2014 MJH $200.00 4.20 $840.00 Deposition of Steve Neighbors; discuss with KED 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Prepare for deposition of Neighbors; travel to Boise and attend deposition; 
06/25/2014 KEO $250.00 4.60 $1,150.00 return to office; dictate follow-up discovery 
06/27/2014 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Letter from/to Clare re: sale of Barritz 
06/30/2014 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review additional documents produced by Neighbors 
07/03/2014 KEO $250.00 1.10 $275.00 Work on discovery issues 
Review Neighbors' deposition transcript; consider and analyze summary 
07/08/2014 KEO $250.00 0.70 $175.00 judgment issues and need for augmentation of our filings 
07/09/2014 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Continue review of Neighbors' deposition transcript 
Review settlement agreement with trustees and sisters; analyze settlement 
- 07/11/2014 KEO $250.00 1.60 $400.00 impact on Florence's estate 07/14/2014 KEO $250.00 1.50 $375.00 Review emails and Florence's will; finish review of Neighbors' deposition 07/18/2014 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Review documents from Neighbors 07/28/2014 KEO $250.00 0.70 $175.00 Review plaintiff's documents 
08/01/2014 DD $75.00 0.75 $56.25 Bates index BOW document production 
Review summary judgment pleadings; analyze offset issues re: note to 
08/01/2014 KEO $250.00 0.80 $200.00 Don 
08/06/2014 KEO $250.00 0.20 $50.00 Review correspondence from court 
08/06/2014 AM $50.00 1.50 $75.00 Bates indexing Greener Burke Documents 
08/12/2014 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Work on summary judgment 
08/13/2014 AM $50.00 1.00 $50.00 Bates indexing Greener Burke documents 
08/27/2014 AM $50.00 3.70 $185.00 Bates indexing Greener Burke Documents 
08/28/2014 AM $50.00 3.20 $160.00 Bates indexing Greener Burke Documents 
08/29/2014 AM $50.00 1.00 $50.00 Bates indexing Greener Burke Documents 
Work on supplementing summary judgment opposition re: amount due 
09/02/2014 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 under note to Don 
- Review and analyze Motion to Strike; research applicable rules of 09/02/2014 MJH $200.00 2.00 $400.00 evidence cited by Plaintiff; begin draft of Opposition 09/02/2014 AM $50.00 1.50 $75.00 Bates Indexing BOW Greener Burke Documents Review opposition to Tharp's motion to withdraw; continue work on 
09/03/2014 KEO $250.00 1.20 $300.00 summary judgment opposition re: note 
Print and organize working notebook for MJH re: Plaintiff's SJ, Doug's SJ, 
09/04/2014 CM $125.00 2.75 $343.75 Plaintiff's Motion to Strike and Objection to Joinders to SJ 
09/05/2014 KEO $250.00 0.30 $75.00 Emails with Merlyn re: Tharp's motion to withdraw 
Work on summary judgment; speak with MJH re: Tharp's motion to 
09/08/2014 KEO $250.00 0.80 $200.00 withdraw 
09/08/2014 MJH $200.00 1.00 $200.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on Tharp's Motion to Withdraw 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Review amount due ledgers on Don's notes with children; dictate affidavit 
09/10/2014 KED $250.00 0.80 $200.00 of Brian Watkins re: same 
Review correspondence from Brian regarding amounts owed; discuss 
09/10/2014 MJH $200.00 0.50 $100.00 affidavit with CM 
Review and save Gene's Objection; draft Supplemental Affidavit of Doug; 
review, print and save deposition transcript of Sharon Wadsworth; draft 
09/11/2014 CM $125.00 2.25 $281.25 Declarations of Brian and Doug 
09/11/2014 KED $250.00 1.20 $300.00 Work on opposition to summary judgment 
Review deposition of Sharon Wadsworth; begin draft of Opposition to 
- Motion for Partial Summary Judgment; work on and edit affidavits of Doug 09/11/2014 MJH $200.00 5.00 $1,000.00 and Brian Watkins 09/11/2014 AM $50.00 1.50 $75.00 Bates Indexing BDW Greener Burke Documents 
Figure amounts due per Compensation Agreement and Promissory Notes; 
09/12/2014 CM $125.00 1.00 $125.00 revise Supplemental Affidavit of Doug; discuss with KED and MJH 
Work on summary judgment; speak with Bill Tharp re: case status; speak 
with Doug and Brian re: summary judgment issues; call to Ed Schiller; edit 
09/12/2014 KED $250.00 3.10 $775.00 and revise declarations in opposition to summary judgment 
09/12/2014 MJH $200.00 1.50 $300.00 Work on and revise Opposition to Motion for Summary Judgment 
Prepare Opposition to Plaintiff's SJ; revisions to Brian and Doug's 
declarations; copies for filing; fax, scan and email to counsel; email to 
09/15/2014 CM $125.00 1.75 $218.75 Doug 
Edit and finalize Opposition to Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and 
09/15/2014 MJH $200.00 3.80 $760.00 supporting declarations 
Edit and revise declarations in opposition to summary judgment; edit and 
- revise memorandum in support of opposition; meet with Doug re: same; 09/15/2014 KED $250.00 2.60 $650.00 speak with Ed Schiller re: summary judgment 09/17/2014 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 Review Don's opposition to summary judgment 09/18/2014 KED $250.00 0.40 $100.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: summary judgment issues 
09/19/2014 KED $250.00 1.10 $275.00 Speak with Bill Tharp re: case status; review client documents 
Review Memorandum in Opposition to Summary Judgment; begin draft of 
09/19/2014 MJH $200.00 2.50 $500.00 Reply 
Prepare Reply to Opposition to SJ and Opposition to Motion to Strike; draft 
Amended Affidavit of Counsel; fax file; fax to counsel; scan and email to 
09/22/2014 CM $125.00 1.75 $218.75 counsel 
Review opposition to summary judgment; edit and revise our reply; review 




Date Timekeeper Rate Time Amount billed Description 
Work on, revise, and finalize Reply; review filings of opposing party; review 
09/22/2014 MJH $200.00 5.50 $1,100.00 filings of Brian Watkins 
09/23/2014 KEO $250.00 1.30 $325.00 Prepare for summary judgment hearing 
09/24/2014 KEO $250.00 1.80 $450.00 Prepare for summary judgment hearing 
09/25/2014 KEO $250.00 1.20 $300.00 Begin outlining summary judgment argument 
Outline oral argument for summary judgment hearing; speak with Ed 
09/26/2014 KEO $250.00 5.80 $1,450.00 Schiller re: same; review late filed Errata from Merlyn Clark 
Review pleadings and affidavits in preparation for summary judgment 
09/27/2014 KEO $250.00 1.30 $325.00 hearing 
- 09/29/2014 MJH $200.00 3.50 $700.00 Prepare for and attend hearing on Motions for Summary Judgment Final hearing preparation; travel to Ada County and hearing on motion for summary judgment; meet with Doug re: same; return to office; review 09/29/2014 KEO $250.00 5.10 $1,275.00 client documents 
09/30/2014 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review client documents 
10/13/2014 KEO $250.00 0.60 $150.00 Review client documents 
10/14/2014 KEO $250.00 0.50 $125.00 Review court's order on Plaintiffs motion to strike 
Draft Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs; begin spreadsheet re: fees; 
prepare Memorandum in Support Motion for Reconsideration; draft Motion 
2/10/2016 CM $125.00 2.25 $281.25 for Reconsideration and Declaration of Counsel 
Finalize fees spreadsheet; draft Memorandum of Fees and Costs and 
2/11/2016 CM $125.00 3.25 $406.25 Declaration of Counsel 
Edit and revise Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs, Memorandum and 
2/11/2016 KEO $250.00 1.00 i25o.oo Declaration 




Kevin E. Dinius 
Sarah Hallock-Jayne 
DINIUS LAW 
5680 East Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
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By STEPHANIE VIOAK 
oePUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
-vs-
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and 
KA TIE WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
husband and wife, ,and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
) 
) CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373. 
) 
) MEMORANDUM OF 
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MEMORANDUM OF ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- 1 
001691
COME NOW, Defendants Arnold Douglas ("Doug") Watkins and Virginia Watkins, by and 
through their attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius Law, and hereby submit their 
Memorandum of Attorney Fees and Costs and Declaration in Support of Motion for Attorney 
Fees and Costs. 
A. Costs as a Matter of Right- I.R.C.P. 54{d)(l)(C) 
1. Filing Fees $ 58.00 
Total Costs as a Matter of Right $ 58.00 
B. Discretionarv Costs - I.R.C.P. 54(d)(l)(D) 
1. Copy Charges $ 1,180.55 
2. Postage Charges $ 50.78 
3. Courier fees $ 195.00 
4. Mileage (10 x $19.43) $ 194.30 
05/01/12 Status Conference 
01/26/12 Motion to Dismiss 
05/15/13 Motion for Protective Order 
11/04/13 Deposition of Gene Watkins 
11/11/13 Deposition of Donald Watkins 
11/12/13 Deposition of Donald Watkins 
11/14/13 Deposition of Donald Watkins 
04/24/14 Deposition of Sharon Wadsworth 
06/25/14 Deposition of Steve Neighbors 
09/29/14 Motions for Summary Judgment 
5. Deposition Transcripts $ 2,888.30 
Deposition of Donald Watkins - $425.66 
Deposition of Donald Watkins - $ 391.50 
Deposition of Donald Watkins - $409 .15 
Deposition of Donald Watkins - $447.86 
Deposition of Donald Watkins - $75.39 
Deposition of Donald Watkins - $1 73 .22 
Deposition of Steve Neighbors - $486.61 
Deposition of Sharon Wadsworth - $478.91 
Total Discretionary Costs $ 4,508.93 
TOTAL COSTS $4,566.93 
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C. Hourly Fees 
The Defendants engaged counsel on an hourly fee plus cost basis for representation in 
this matter. Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 54(e)(3) allows the Court to consider "whether the fee 
is fixed or contingent" as a factor in determining the amount of attorney fees to be awarded. 
I.R.C.P. 54(e)(3)(E). Defendants provide as Exhibit "A," a true and correct copy of the attorney 
fees incurred by Defendants through October 14, 2014. The attorney fees charged, and the non-
taxable costs incurred, were necessarily incurred in the handling of the present action. 
Additionally, the attorney and paralegal fees are correct and reflect actual work performed by 
members of Dinius Law. 
The legal practitioners who spent time working on this matter and their corresponding 








Kevin E. Dinius-Attorney, Partner 
Michael J. Hanby, II - Attorney 
Cindy Mackey - Paralegal 
Danielle Dinius - Paralegal 







TOTAL FEES: $102,023.75 
TOTAL COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES: $106.590.68 
D. Prevailing Party Analysis: 
The term "prevailing party" is defined by Rule 54(d)(l)(B) of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. This Rule provides the following: 
[i]n determining which party to an action is a prevailing party and entitled to 
costs, the trial court shall in its sound discretion consider the final judgment or 
result of the action in relation to the relief sought by the respective parties, 
whether there were multiple claims, multiple issues, counterclaims, third party 
claims, cross-claims, or other multiple or cross issues between the parties, and the 
extent to which each party prevailed upon each of such issues or claims. 
MEMORANDUM OF ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- 3 
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In light of this language, the Idaho Court of Appeals has instructed trial courts to "examine (1) 
the result obtained in relation to the relief sought; (2) whether there were multiple claims or 
issues; and (3) the extent to which either party prevailed on each issue or claim." Freeman & 
Co. v. Bolt, 132 Idaho 152, 162, 968 P.2d 247 (Ct. App. 1998) (quotations omitted). It is clear 
that Defendants are the prevailing party related to Plaintiffs claim for Fraud against Defendant 
Doug Watkins. In his Amended Complaint, the Plaintiff asserted several causes of actions 
against his son, Arnold Douglas Watkins (hereinafter, "Doug") and his wife, Virginia Watkins 
(hereinafter, "Virginia"), including: rescission, fraud/deceit, constructive trust, unjust 
enrichment, conversion, civil RICO, and breach of contract. Defendants moved for summary 
judgment on Plaintiff's claims against Doug and Virginia. On October 14, 2014 this Court issued 
its order granting Defendants summary judgment on the Fraud count. At the beginning of trial of 
this case, which commenced on October 13, 2015, Plaintiff dismissed his claims against Virginia 
Watkins. At trial, Plaintiff failed to present a prima facie case against Defendant Doug Watkins 
for the constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, civil RICO and punitive damages 
claims. Consequently, the Defendants prevailed on these claims brought against them in the 
course of this matter and, therefore, they must be considered the prevailing party. 
The reasonableness of attorney fee requests are to be based upon the twelve factors set 
forth in Rule 54(e)(3). Empire Fire & Marine Ins. v. N. Pacific, 127 Idaho 716, 720, 905 P.2d 
1025 (1995) (internal citations omitted). The twelve factors of Rule 54(e)(3) are: 
(A) The time and labor required. 
(B) The novelty and difficulty of the questions. 
(C) The skill requisite to perform the legal service properly and the experience 
and ability of the attorney in the particular field of law. 
MEMORANDUM OF ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- 4 
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J • 
(D) The prevailing charges for like work. 
(E) Whether the fee is fixed or contingent. 
(F) The time limitations imposed by the client or the circumstances of the case. 
(G) The amount involved and the results obtained. 
(H) The undesirability of the case. 
(I) The nature and length of the professional relationship with the client. 
(J) Awards in similar cases. 
(K) The reasonable cost of automated legal research (Computer Assisted Legal 
Research), if the court finds it was reasonably necessary in preparing a party's 
case. 
(L) Any other factor which the court deems appropriate in the particular case. 
The application of these factors to the attorney fees requested by Defendants favors granting 
Defendants' request for an award of attorney fees. In particular, the attorney fees requested by 
the Defendants are reasonable based upon the time and labor required, the novelty and difficulty 
of the questions presented to this Court, the prevailing charges for like work, the time limitations 
imposed by the circumstances of the case, the undesirability of the case, and the equitable 
considerations to Defendants (an "other factor" which this Court can consider in the exercise of 
its discretion). 
MEMORANDUM OF ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS- 5 
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DATED this ll day of February, 2016. 





Attorneys for Defendants 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the 1/±:aay of February, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
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COMES NOW, Defendant/Counterclaimant Arnold Douglas ("Doug") Watkins, by and 
through his attorneys of record, the law firm of Dinius & Associates, PLLC, and hereby submits 
this Objection to Plaintiff's Memorandum of Costs and Attorney Fees. 
INTRODUCTION 
On January 25, 2016, Stella Watkins as personal representative of the Estate of Arthur 
Donald Watkins, filed her Memorandum of Costs and Attorneys Fees for Attorney Fees and 
Costs pursuant to Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure 54(d)(l)(C) and Idaho Code§§ 12-120(3) and 
12-121. Plaintiff claims attorney fees in the amount of $159,719.92 and costs in the amount of 
$6,908.74. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Standard of Review 
The Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure entitle the prevailing party in a civil action to receive 
costs and attorney fees when those fees are provided for by statute or contract. Idaho Rules of 
Civil Procedure 54(d)(l)(A); Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure 54(e)(l). Determination of the 
prevailing party for purposes of awarding costs and attorney fees is within the sound discretion 
of the trial court. Decker v. Homeguard Sys., 105 Idaho 158, 161, 666 P.2d 1169, 1172 (Ct. App. 
1983); Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure 54(d)(l)(B). 
However, in making its determination the trial court must consider the result of the action 
in relation to the relief sought by the respective parties, whether there were multiple claims or 
issues, and the extent to which each party prevailed upon each issue or claim. Chadderdon v. 
King, 104 Idaho 406, 411, 659 P.2d 160, 165 (Ct. App. 1983); Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure 
54(d)(l)(B). 
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Idaho Code§ 12-120(3) provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 
In any civil action to recover on an open account. .. and in any commercial 
transaction unless otherwise provided by law, the prevailing party shall be 
allowed a reasonable attorney's fee to be set by the court, to be taxed and 
collected as costs. 
The term, "commercial transaction" is defined to mean all transactions except 
transactions for personal or household purposes. 
Idaho courts use a two part test to determine whether attorney fees are proper under this 
section: (I) there must be a commercial transaction that is integral to the claim; and (2) the 
commercial transaction must be the basis upon which recovery is sought. Brooks v. Gigray 
Ranches, 128 Idaho 72, 78, 910 P.2d 744, 750 (1996). Indeed, "It has long been held that '[t]he 
critical test is whether the commercial transaction comprises the gravamen of the lawsuit; the 
commercial transaction must be integral to the claim and constitute a basis on which the party is 
attempting to recover."' Great Plains Equipment, Inc. v. Northwest Pipeline Corp. 136 Idaho 
466, 471, 36 P.3d 218, 223 (2001), citing Bingham v. Montane Resource Associates, 133 Idaho 
at 426,987 P.2d at 1041 (1999). 
In determining the amount of attorney fees, the court is vested with discretion. De Wills 
Interiors, Inc. v. Dines, 106 Idaho 288, 678 P.2d 80 (1984). When considering the amount of 
attorney fees to be awarded under Idaho Code § 12-120, the court must consider the factors set 
forth in I.R.C.P. 54(e)(3). Spidell v. Jenkins, 111 Idaho 857, 727 P.2d 1285 (Ct. App. 1986). 
The Rule 54(e)(3) factors include: 
(I) the time and labor required; (2) the novelty and difficulty of the questions; (3) 
the skill requisite to perform the legal service properly and the experience and 
ability of the attorney in the particular field of law; ( 4) the prevailing charges for 
like work; ( 5) whether the fee is fixed or contingent; ( 6) the time limitations 
imposed by the client or the circumstances of the case; (7) the amount involved 
and the results obtained; (8) the undesirability of the case; (9) the nature and 
length of the professional relationship with the client; (I 0) awards in similar 
cases; and (11) the reasonable cost of automated legal research, if the court finds 
it was reasonably necessary in preparing a party's case. 
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The court may also consider any other factor it deems appropriate in the particular case. I.R.C.P. 
54(e)(3)(L). 
B. Doug Watkins is the prevailing party 
While Plaintiff prevailed on one cause of action against Doug Watkins, Doug Watkins 
was ultimately the prevailing party based on the dismissal of the remaining seven claims against 
him. On February 12, 2012 Plaintiff filed a First Amended Complaint, alleging: 
1. FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION, ACCOUNTING - GENE 
2. SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION, BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY - BRIAN AND 
GENE 
3. THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION, BREACH OF POWER OF ATTORNEY - BRIAN 
4. FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION, RESCISSION OF SETTLEMENT AND 
RELEASE AGREEMENT AND COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS - BRIAN, 
ROBYNLEE, GENE AND DOUG 
5. FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION - FRAUD/DECEIT - BRIAN, GENE, DOUG1 
6. SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION, CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST - ALL DEFENDANTS 
7. SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION, UNJUST ENRICHMENT-ALL DEFENDANTS 
8. EIGHT CAUSE OF ACTION, CONVERSION - ALL DEFENDANTS 
9. NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION, CIVIL RICO - BRIAN, ROBYNLEE, GENE AND 
DOUG 
10. TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION, BREACH OF CONTRACT-BRIAN 
11. ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION, BREACH OF CONTRACT - DOUG 
12. TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION, BREACH OF CONTRACT - GENE 
13. PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
1 This court granted summary judgment in favor of Doug dismissing the fraud claim on October 14, 2014. 
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The First Amended Complaint specifically alleges 8 claims against Doug Watkins. On 
October 13, 2015, Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint and Defendant's Counterclaim were tried 
before this Court. The Plaintiff presented evidence and rested his case the afternoon of October 
13, 2015. The Plaintiff only presented evidence against Doug Watkins on one of the seven 
claims alleged in their First Amended Complaint, specifically Count XI. Based on Plaintiffs 
failure to present any evidence whatsoever to prove the remaining claims, Defendant moved for 
a directed verdict. Declaration of Counsel in Support of Objection to Plaintiff's Memorandum of 
Costs and Attorney Fees, Exhibit A, Trial Transcript Vol. I, p. 146:20-25 ("Trial Transcript"). 
Quite simply, Plaintiff having put forth no evidence and thus no prima facie case, Defendant 
moved for the remaining counts to be dismissed pursuant to a directed verdict. Only after being 
prompted by the Court as to Plaintiffs position on the motion for directed verdict, did Plaintiff 
reply " ... we withdrew those. And I would consider that a voluntary dismissal, not grounds for a 
directed verdict, but a voluntary dismissal." Id., p. 156:23-25. The Court then asked Mr. Clark 
to go through the claims that he has "voluntarily dismissed" on the record. Id., p. 157:10. First, 
Mr. Clark acknowledged the fifth cause of action had been dismissed previously by the Court. 
Id., p. 157:20-23. Mr. Clark stated the sixth cause of action "we have withdrawn, taken a 
voluntary dismissal". Id., p. 157:23-25. According to Mr. Clark, the seventh, eighth, ninth causes 
of action and the claim for punitive damages against Doug Watkins have been dismissed. Id., p. 
158:1-18. 
Defendant contends that the dismissal of the remaining claims, which occurred only after 
the Plaintiff rested his case and Defendant moved for a directed verdict, are not to be ignored in 
determining the prevailing party in this case. First, Plaintiff never made a motion to the court to 
dismiss any of the claims against Doug Watkins. Secondly, there was not a voluntary dismissal 
under I.R.C.P. 41.a. l. 
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Based on the First Amended Complaint in conjunction with the multitude of declarations 
and various reports from the experts in the case, Plaintiff alleged the fraud and deceit perpetrated 
upon him by Doug Watkins and the other defendant resulted in an excess of million dollars in 
damages. Defendant contends the dismissal of Count V by itself makes him the prevailing party. 
Further, the Court's Judgment determined the Plaintiff prevailed against Doug on one 
claim, for a total of $528,640.43. Meanwhile, since Plaintiff failed to present a prima facie case 
against Defendant on the five remaining claims - constructive trust, unjust enrichment, 
conversion, civil RICO, and punitive damages - Defendant is the prevailing party on those 
claims. In conclusion, since Plaintiff only prevailed on one of the eight claims against Doug, 
Plaintiff is not entitled to fees and costs in this matter. Stated another way, this case, from the 
inception was Plaintiff's pursuit of high dollar fraud claims against his sons and Doug prevailed 
on those claims against him. 
C . Plaintiff's Claimed Attorney Fees and Costs are Excessive 
As stated above, Plaintiff seeks attorney fees in the amount of $159,719.92 and costs in 
the amount of $6,908.74. The Court has discretion under this section to determine whether the 
request of attorney fees is reasonable. See Minich v. Gem State Developers, Inc., 99 Idaho 911, 
591 P.2d 1078 (1979). Further, the issues involved were not particularly novel or complex. As 
such, it cannot be said that any specific expertise was required. Likewise, Plaintiff has not 
shown that this type of case is particularly undesirable or that there were particular pressures 
involved in this litigation. In light of these factors, Plaintiff's request is excessive and the Court 
should exercise its discretion in eliminating altogether, or reducing, the amount of attorney fees 
claimed in the event the court awards Plaintiff any attorney fees. 
Some examples of excessive time entries are as follows: 
OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES - 6 
001702
1. Steve Smith prepared for the deposition of Donald Watkins on the 
following dates for an excessive 13.8 hours. Donald Watkins' deposition was not even taken 
until November 11, 2013: 
a. July 19, 2012 -4.0 hours 
b. July 24, 2012 - 1.4 hours 
c. July 26, 2012-1.1 hours 
d. July 27, 2102 -2.0 hours 
e. July 30, 2012 - 3.3 hours 
f. July 31, 2012 - 2.0 hours 
2. There were meetings with numerous attorneys with each and every one 
billing for their time. By way of example: 
a. February 14, 2013 -Merlyn Clark-Meet with S. Neighbors and J. 
Richards re Watkins case - 2.5 hours 
b. February 14, 2013 - Steve Smith - Long meeting with J. Richards 
and Steve Neighbors and MWC to prepare case- 3.5 hours 
3. Plaintiff also included time entries related to the fraud claim against Doug 
Watkins on which Doug Watkins is clearly the prevailing party. Merlyn Clark's time entries for 
March 2, 2013 and March 4, 2013 totaling 11 hours should be denied. 
4. Time entries for work on Plaintiffs opposition to Doug and Virginia 
Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment is repetitious and overreaching as Defendants prevailed 
in obtaining dismissal of Plaintiffs fraud claim and Plaintiff failed to present a prima facie case 
against Defendant Doug Watkins for the constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, civil 
RICO and punitive damages claims. The following time entries related to the issues on which 
Plaintiff did not prevail should be denied: 
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a. September 24, 2013 - Steve Smith- 2.0 hours 
b. September 26, 2013 - Merlyn Clark - 2.8 hours 
c. October 11, 2013 -Merlyn Clark- 8.7 hours 
d. October 11, 2013 - Dane Bollinger- 9.3 hours 
e. October 11, 2013 - Steve Wieland - 7.4 hours 
f. October 12, 2013 -Merlyn Clark- 8.7 hours 
g. October 12, 2013 -Dane Bollinger- 5.9 hours 
h. October 12, 2013 - Steve Wieland-2.4 hours 
1. October 13, 2013 -Merlyn Clark- 6.5 hours 
J. October 13, 2013 - Steve Wieland- 5.4 hours 
k. October 14, 2013 -Merlyn Clark- 6.8 hours 
1. October 14, 2013 - Dane Bollinger-4.10 hours 
m. October 14, 2013 - Steve Wieland - 2.2 hours 
n. October 15, 2013 -Dane Bollinger-4.7 hours 
o. October 15, 2013 - Steve Wieland- 3.7 hours 
Total 80.6 hours 
Defendant will provide the court additional examples of excessive and repetitious time 
entries at oral argument. 
D . Plaintiff's Claimed Attorney Fees and Costs are not clearly attributable to 
Defendant Doug Watkins. 
1. Plaintiff included charges unrelated to this case. 
As an example, Plaintiff claims charges dated February 26, 2011 by Steve Smith should 
be assessed against Doug Watkins when they are clearly related to Mr. Smith's work on the 
conservator case for Plaintiff and are unrelated to any claims against Doug Watkins. Defendant 
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can address more specific entries unrelated to this case at oral argument on Defendant Doug 
Watkins' objection to the requested fees and costs. 
2. The narrative entries in the billing are too vague to determine if the 
claimed time relate to claims against Doug Watkins. 
This case involved numerous defendants and numerous claims; thus, the claimed fees 
must be specific and clearly related to claims against Doug Watkins only. As an example, 
Plaintiff claims the following charges should be assessed against Doug Watkins even though it is 
unclear what motions, discovery issues between which parties and response issues related to 
what motions or discovery requests they relate to. The following is an example of entries that are 
too vague to determine whether or not they relate in any way to Doug Watkins: 
a. January 19, 2012 - Steve Smith - "work on motions, work on 
discovery issues and response issues" - 2.8 hours 
b. March 19, 2012 - Steve Smith - "continued case work with focus 
on discovery" - 2.2 hours 
c. August 3, 2012 - Steve Smith - "continued case work with focus 
on discovery and multiple conference with conservator counsel Richards re same" 
- 1.7 hours 
d. August 6, 2012 - Steve Smith - "work on discovery issues ... " -
4.8 hours 
e. August 7, 2012 - Steve Smith - "continued work on discovery 
issues" - 2 hours 
f. August 8, 2012 - Steve Smith - "continued work on discovery 
issues" - 3 .2 hours 
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g. August 10, 2012 - Steve Smith - "continued work on discovery 
issues" - 2.2 hours 
These entries alone total 18.9 hours for work not clearly attributable to claims against 
Doug Watkins. Defendant can address additional time entries that are too vague and not clearly 
related to Doug Watkins at oral argument on Defendant Doug Watkins' objection to the 
requested fees and costs. 
3. There are six Defendants in this case and Plaintiffs arbitrary division of 
fees and costs by 1/3 is inequitable. 
Plaintiff brought and pursued claims against six Defendants and arbitrarily seeks a simple 
1/3 split of a majority of the claimed fees and costs to be assessed against Doug Watkins when 
he was one of six Defendants, although Plaintiff did attempt to divide a few entries by 1/6. There 
does not seem to be any consistent approach to when Plaintiff splits the entries by 1/3 or by 1/6. 
An example of the uneven split is: 
a. March 14, 2013 - Steve Wieland - 5.9 hours arbitrarily divided by 
1/3 for work on discovery issues related to all six Defendants with no clear delineation as to what 
was attributable to Doug Watkins; 
b. April 1, 2013 - Steve Wieland - 3.90 hours arbitrarily divided by 
1/3 for work on discovery issues related to all six Defendants with no clear delineation as to what 
was attributable to Doug Watkins; 
c. November 7, 2013 - Merlyn Clark - 9.5 hours regarding 
preparation for the deposition of Donald Watkins and deposition of Brian Watkins is arbitrarily 
divided by '12 to assess against doug; 
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d. November 7, 2013 - Steve Wieland - 7.2 hours regarding 
preparation for the deposition of Donald Watkins and deposition of Brian Watkins is arbitrarily 
divided by 1h and assessed against Doug; 
e. November 8, 2013 - Merlyn Clark - 8.4 hours regarding 
preparation for the deposition of Donald Watkins is arbitrarily divided by 1/3; 
f. November 9, 2013 - Merlyn Clark - 10.7 hours regarding 
preparation for the deposition of Donald Watkins and deposition of Brian Watkins is arbitrarily 
divided by 1/6 - even though unrelated to Doug; and 
g. November 11, 2013 - Merlyn Clark - 11.7 hours attending the 
deposition of Donald Watkins and taking the deposition of Brian Watkins is not related to Doug 
Watkins but is arbitrarily divided by 1/6 in an effort to recover fees from Doug. 
Defendant will address additional entries that are arbitrarily split at oral argument on 
Defendant Doug Watkins' objection to the requested fees and costs. 
4. Numerous attorneys worked on the same task. 
Plaintiff attempts to assess fees against Doug Watkins for numerous time entries by 
numerous attorneys for the same or similar tasks. As an example, over 54 hours were billed for 
preparation of the deposition of Doug Watkins: 
a. November 14, 2013 - Kyle Millard - 1.5 hours 
b. November 16, 2013 -Merlyn Clark- 6.5 hours 
c. November 23, 2013 - Merlyn Clark- 3.7 hours 
d. November 26, 2013 -Merlyn Clark- 6.6 hours 
e. November 26, 2013 - Steve Wieland- 5.4 hours 
f. November 27, 2013 -Merlyn Clark- 6.0 hours 
g. December 6, 2013 - Merlyn Clark- 3.8 hours 
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h. December 6, 2013 - Steve Wieland- 5.5 hours (1/2) 
1. December 9, 2013 - Merlyn Clark- 3.1 hours 
J. December 9, 2013 - Steve Wieland-5.5 hours 
k. December 10, 2013 -Merlyn Clark-9.5 hours 
Although the deposition of Doug Watkins took less than 6 hours Plaintiffs counsel billed 
an excessive 48 hours for deposition preparation. 
Defendant will address more specific repetitious entries and instances of more than one 
attorney working on the same task at oral argument on Defendant Doug Watkins' objection to 
the requested fees and costs. 
CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, Defendant respectfully requests that this Court deny Plaintiffs 
Memorandum of Costs and Attorney Fees in its entirety. In the event the Court awards Plaintiff 
any attorney fees the Court must significantly limit the award and not allow recovery for time 
spent on other claims or Defendants, excessive and unnecessary time spent on tasks that were 
clearly unreasonable. 
The crux of this case was the alleged fraud claims against Defendants and the vast 
majority of the litigation was devoted to those claims as well as the claims against Brian 
Watkins. 
Plaintiffs efforts to recover for time spent on these charges - which Defendant prevailed 
on - should be denied. 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of Canyon ) 
SARAH HALLOCK-JAYNE, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
I. I am one of the attorneys of record for the Defendants/Counterclaimants Arnold 
Douglas "Doug" Watkins and Virginia Watkins in the above-entitled action. 
2. I am over the age of eighteen and I am competent to testify truthfully to the 
matters herein. The testimony in this declaration is based on my personal knowledge. 
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this reference is a true 
and correct copy of relevant portions of the Trial Transcript in this matter. 
4. I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of 
Idaho that the foregoing is true and correct. 
EXECUTED this Ji day of February, 201 
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he doesn't know it. 
THE COURT: You're being cross-examined. 
You're free to talk to Mr. Dinius. 
THE WITNESS: All right. 
THE COURT: Do you have any additional 
witnesses that you're going to call now? 
MR. CLARK: No, Your Honor. The plaintiff 
rests. 
THE COURT: All right. Are you prepared to 
begin the presentation of your evidence today? 
MR. DINIUS: Well, we're going -- I thought 
we were only going until 3 o'clock today, Judge. 
THE COURT: We could go to 3:30. But if 
that was your anticipated schedule, then I'm going 
to guess you're not prepared to go forward today. 
MR. DINIUS: Well, Your Honor, actually, I 
would like to present the Court a motion for 
directed verdict. 
THE COURT: All right. I'm listening. 
MR. DINIUS: Your Honor, as indicated, I 
would ask the Court for a directed verdict on all 
of the remaining claims brought by the plaintiff. 
And I think, to start with, it's more of a 




























Mr. Dinius specifically referenced paragraph 
No. 143 of the amended complaint. 
MR. CLARK: "Based on the foregoing, 
plaintiff respectfully requests the Court enter an 
order compelling Doug to produce any and all 
records relating to Doug's note, including a 
detailed accounting, compelling Doug to comply 
with the terms of Doug's note, bringing the same 
current, and awarding plaintiff damages against 
Doug under Doug's note." 
"Awarding plaintiff damages against 
Doug under Doug's note," and that is consistent 
with the prayer, as well as attorneys' fees and 
costs, and all other remedies available at law and 
in equity. So it isn't just limited to asking him 
to start making the payments. 
THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 
And with respect to the housekeeping, 
or what was characterized as the housekeeping 
motion for directed verdict, would you agree with 
that? 
MR. CLARK: Oh, yeah. Your Honor, I would 
point out, we withdrew those. And I would 
consider that a voluntary dismissal, not grounds 



























THE COURT: Any reason to disagree with that 
characterization, Mr. Dinius? 
MR. DINIUS: Other than I have never 
heard -- I don't know that I have seen a voluntary 
dismissal. And that's why I want to make sure, 
procedurally, our record accurately reflects what 
the plaintiff proceeded to trial on. 
THE COURT: All right. Mr. Clark, why don't 
you just go through, for the record, the claims 
that you have voluntarily dismissed. 
MR. CLARK: I think the easiest way is to 
just go through the complaint. I have a list of 
those here somewhere, and I'm not sure where I put 
it. 
Paragraph No. 7, fourth cause of 
action, "Recision of settlement release agreement 
and compensation agreement as to Doug." We did 
not -- that is still an issue, and that's part of 
their counterclaims. 
The fifth cause of action, fraud and 
deceit against Doug, you dismissed in an earlier 
ruling. 
Constructive trust, all defendants, 
that we have withdrawn, taken a voluntary 




























The seventh cause of action, unjust 
enrichment, we have dismissed that as against 
Doug. 
Eighth cause of action, conversion, we 
have dismissed that as against Doug. 
The ninth cause of action, civil RICO, 
we have dismissed that as against Doug. 
And the eleventh cause of action, 
breach of contract against Doug, we have not 
dismissed. 
Or the twelfth cause of action, breach 
of contract against Doug, we have not dismissed. 
MR. DINIUS: The twelfth one is against 
Gene. 
MR. CLARK: I'm sorry. Yeah, the twelfth 
is. The eleventh is against Doug. 
And the claim for punitive damages has 
been dismissed. That's all of them. 
THE COURT: Thank you for doing that. 
The claims listed by Mr. Clark have 
been voluntarily dismissed on the motion of the 
plaintiff. The motion for directed verdict is 
denied. The plaintiff has presented sufficient 
evidence to survive that motion. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; and 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
Case No. CV QC 0921373 
ORDER DENYING DEFENDANTS 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS AND 
VIRGINIA WATKINS' MOTION FOR 
ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DATED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendant. 
BACKGROUND 
On February 11, 2016, Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins 
(hereinafter "Defendants") moved for attorney fees and costs, providing a memorandum 
and the affidavit of Kevin E. Dinius in support. Defendants requested $58.00 in costs as 
a matter of right, $4,508.93 in discretionary costs, and $102,023.75 in attorney fees. 
For the reasons set forth below, the Court denies Defendants' motion for attorney 
fees and costs. 
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DEFENDANTS ARE NOT THE PREVAILING PARTY AND ARE NOT ENTITLED TO 
COSTS OR ATTORNEY FEES 
Unless otherwise provided by the rules, or by the Court, costs shall be awarded 
to the prevailing party pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d)(1 )(A). Idaho Rule 
of Civil Procedure 54(d)(1)(B) explains when a party is a prevailing party. It provides: 
In determining which party to an action is a prevailing party and entitled to 
costs, the trial court shall in its sound discretion consider the final 
judgment or result of the action in relation to the relief sought by the 
respective parties. The trial court in its sound discretion may determine 
that a party to an action prevailed in part and did not prevail in part, and 
upon so finding may apportion the costs between and among the parties 
in a fair and equitable manner after considering all of the issues and 
claims involved in the action and the resultant judgment or judgments 
obtained. 
I.R.C.P. 54(d)(1 )(B). 
"The determination of who is a prevailing party is committed to the sound 
discretion of the trial court." Advanced Medical Diagnostics, LLC v. Imaging Center of 
Idaho, LLC, 154 Idaho 812, 814, 303 P.3d 171, 173 (2013) (quoting Bream v. 
Benscoter, 139 Idaho 364, 368, 79 P.3d 723, 727 (2003). The court examines the 
prevailing party question from an overall view, not on a claim-by-claim basis. Id. 
(quoting Eighteen Mile Ranch, LLC v. Nord Excavating & Paving, Inc., 141 Idaho 716, 
719, 117 P.3d 130, 133 (2005). 
Defendants argue that they are the prevailing party on Plaintiff's claim for fraud 
against Defendant Doug Watkins because the Court granted Defendants' motion for 
summary judgment on that claim. Mem. of Att'y Fees and Costs, at 4, Feb. 11, 2016. 
In addition, Defendants argue that "Plaintiff failed to present a prima facie case against 
Defendant Doug Watkins for the constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, civil 
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RICO and punitive damages claims" so "Defendants prevailed on these claims brought 
against them in the course of this matter." Id. 
Notwithstanding Defendants' arguments to the contrary, Plaintiff is the prevailing 
party in this case. Therefore, Defendants are not entitled to costs as a matter of right, 
discretionary costs, or attorney fees. 
CONCLUSION 
Defendants' motion for attorney fees and costs is denied. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 4th day of March 2016. 
Me~ 
District Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF Case No. CV-OC-0921373 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, AWARD OF PLAINTIFF'S COSTS AND 
vs. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; and 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DATED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendants. 
BACKGROUND 
Following a court trial in this case, the Court entered its findings of fact, 
conclusions of law, and order on January 11, 2016. Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
prevailed on the breach of contract claim pertaining to the nursing home real estate 
contract and on the breach of contract counterclaim pertaining to the compensation 
agreement. 
On January 25, 2016, Plaintiff moved for costs as a matter of right ($6,908.74) 
and attorney fees ($159,719.92), providing a memorandum and the affidavit of Merlyn 
W. Clark in support.1 Plaintiff did not request any discretionary costs. 
1 Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins died shortly after the court trial in this case. The Plaintiff is now Stella 
Watkins as personal representative of the estate of Arthur Donald Watkins. 
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On February 19, 2016, Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins (hereinafter 
"Defendant") filed an objection to Plaintiff's memorandum of costs and attorney fees, 
providing the declaration of Sarah Hallock-Jayne in support. 
The Court awards costs and attorney fees as set forth below. 
COSTS AS A MATTER OF RIGHT 
Unless otherwise provided by the rules, or by the court, costs shall be awarded to 
the prevailing party pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d)(1)(A). 
Defendant argues that he is the prevailing party because the court dismissed 
Count V against Defendant, and "Plaintiff failed to present a prima facie case against 
Defendant on the five remaining claims - constructive trust, unjust enrichment, 
conversion, civil RICO, and punitive damages." Obj. to Pl.'s Mem. of Costs and Att'y 
Fees 6, Feb. 19, 2016. According to Defendant, "Plaintiff only prevailed on one of the 
eight claims against Doug [and] Plaintiff is not entitled to fees and costs in this matter." 
Id. 
The determination of the prevailing party is committed to the sound discretion of 
the trial court.2 The court determines the prevailing party from an overall view, not a 
claim-by-claim analysis.3 Applying this standard, the Plaintiff is the prevailing party. As 
the prevailing party, Plaintiff is entitled to costs as a matter of right under Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 54(d)(1)(C). 
2 Advanced Med. Diagnostics, LLC v. Imaging Ctr. ofldaho, LLC, 154 Idaho 812,814, 303 P.3d 171, 173 
(2013) (quoting Bream v. Benscoter, 139 Idaho 364, 368, 79 P.3d 723, 727 (2003)). 
3 Id. (quoting Eighteen Mile Ranch, LLC v. Nord Excavating & Paving, Inc., 141 Idaho 716, 719, 117 P.3d 
130, 133 (2005)). 
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Costs as a matter of right were broken down by Plaintiff as follows: 
Clerk of the District Court filing fee 
Deposition transcripts 
Expert witness fee 
Service fees 
Total 






All of these costs are reasonable and necessary; therefore, the court awards all 
of the above costs, for a total award of $6,908.74. 
ATTORNEY FEES 
Plaintiff requested $159,719.92 in attorney fees under Idaho Rule of Civil 
Procedure 54(e)(1). Pl.'s Mem. of Costs and Att'y Fees 3, Jan. 25, 2016. Defendant 
objected, arguing that the fees are excessive and not clearly attributable to him as 
opposed to the co-defendants. Obj. to Pl.'s Mem. of Costs and Att'y Fees 6-12, Feb. 
19, 2016. The court finds that the fees are reasonable and attributable to the Defendant 
as explained in the affidavit filed by Plaintiffs counsel. The affidavit states, in relevant 
part: 
When the services or costs involved all three defendants, I allocated 1 /3 to 
Douglas Watkins; if they involved Douglas Watkins and another 
Defendant, I allocated 1/2 to Douglas Watkins, and if they involved only 
Douglas Watkins and/or his spouse, I allocated 100% to Douglas Watkins. 
If I was unable to make a reasonable allocation, I redacted the entry 
completely and made no allocation to Douglas Watkins. I also redacted 
entries which involved services or costs that did not involve services that 
advanced the litigation or are otherwise not recoverable under the existing 
Idaho law and rules. 
Aff. of Merlyn W. Clark in Supp. of Pl.'s Mot. for Costs and Att'y Fees ,I 7, Jan. 25, 2016. 
Plaintiff is awarded $159,719.92 in attorney fees. 
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CONCLUSION 
Defendant is ordered to pay $166,628.66 to Plaintiff for Plaintiff's costs and 
attorney fees. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 4~ day of March 2016. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; and 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
Case No. CV-OC-0921373 
ORDER ON DEFENDANT ARNOLD 
DOUGLAS WATKINS' MOTION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION OF FINAL 
JUDGMENT 
ORDER ON DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS' MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DATED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendants. 
Background 
On January 28, 2016, the Judgment Against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins 
with 54(b) Certificate was entered. At issue here is Paragraph 4, which states, "All 
remaining claims against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins are dismissed without 
prejudice." J. Against Def. Arnold Douglas Watkins with 54(b) Certificate 3, Jan. 28, 
2016. Those remaining claims consist of Count VI (constructive trust), Count VII (unjust 
enrichment), Count VIII (conversion), Count IX (civil RICO), and a claim for punitive 
damages. Mem. in Supp. of Def.'s Mot. for Recons. of Final J. 5, Feb. 11, 2016; see 
Trial Tr. 157:8-158:18, Oct. 13, 2015. 
On February 11, 2016, Defendant moved for reconsideration of the final 
judgment, supported by a memorandum and the declaration of Kevin E. Dinius. 
Defendant asks this Court to "reconsider its decision and amend the Judgment and 
dismiss all the remaining counts with prejudice." Mem. in Supp. of Def.'s Mot. for 
ORDER ON DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS' MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF 
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Recons. of Final J. 6-7, Feb. 11, 2016 (emphasis in original). For the reasons stated 
below, the Court agrees with Defendant that the remaining claims should be dismissed 
with prejudice. 
Plaintiff did not dismiss the claims against Defendant under I.R.C.P. 41(a)(1) 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 41(a)(1) provides two ways an action may be 
dismissed by a plaintiff without order of the court. A plaintiff may "fil[e] a notice of 
dismissal at any time before service by the adverse party of an answer or of a motion 
for summary judgment, whichever occurs first," or, alternatively, by "filing a stipulation of 
dismissal signed by all parties who have appeared in the action." I.R.C.P. 41(a)(1). 
"One of these written documents must be filed as a prerequisite to obtaining a dismissal 
pursuant to I.R.C.P. 41(a)(1)." Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689, 692, 800 P.2d 85, 88 
(1990). "Unless otherwise stated in the notice of dismissal or stipulation, the dismissal 
[under this Rule] is without prejudice .... " I.R.C.P. 41(a)(1). 
Here, Plaintiff did not file a notice of dismissal of the remaining claims before 
service by the adverse party of an answer or motion for summary judgment. Nor did 
Plaintiff file a stipulation of dismissal signed by all parties to the action. As a result, 
Plaintiff did not comply with the requirements of I.R.C.P. 41(a)(1) to dismiss the 
remaining claims without prejudice. 
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Plaintiff did not dismiss the claims against Defendant under I.R.C.P. 41(a)(2) 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 41 (a)(2) provides for dismissal of a claim by court 
order. "Except as provided in paragraph (1) of this subdivision of this rule, an action 
shall not be dismissed at the plaintiff's instance save upon order of the court and upon 
such terms and conditions as the court deems proper." I.R.C.P. 41 (a)(2). Such a 
dismissal is without prejudice unless otherwise specified in the order. Id. "[A] motion to 
dismiss under this rule is not a matter of right, but is discretionary with the trial court 
both as to whether a dismissal should be allowed, as well as to the terms and conditions 
to be imposed, if allowed." Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689, 692, 800 P.2d 85, 88 (1990) 
(quoting Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 698, 702, 900 P.2d 94, 98 (Idaho Ct. App. 1989)). 
Here, Plaintiff did not move to dismiss the remaining claims against Defendant in 
accordance with I.R.C.P. 41(a)(2) either in writing or orally. 1 
1 The Court's statement that "[t]he claims listed by [Plaintiff's counsel] have been voluntarily dismissed 
on the motion of the plaintiff," was not accurate. Trial Tr. 158:20-22, Oct. 13, 2015. There was no such 
motion by Plaintiff. Plaintiff's counsel only noted, also inaccurately, that the claims had been withdrawn 
or dismissed. Id. at 156:22-158:18. 
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Conclusion 
Because the Plaintiff did not move to dismiss the remaining claims without 
prejudice, and because the Court did not grant a motion to dismiss the remaining claims 
without prejudice, the remaining claims should be dismissed with prejudice. 
The Court GRANTS Defendant's motion to reconsider the judgment. The 
judgment against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins will be amended to reflect that all 
remaining claims (constructive trust, unjust enrichment, conversion, civil RICO, and 
punitive damages) against Defendant are dismissed with prejudice. An amended 
judgment will enter accordingly. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
IL 'i1 
DATED this , day of March 2016. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; and 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof, 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
Case No. CV-OC-0921373 
AMENDED JUDGMENT AGAINST 
DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS WITH 54(b) CERTIFICATE 
AMENDED JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS WITH 54(b) 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DATED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendants. 
JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS: 
1. Judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and against 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins on the breach of contract claim pertaining to the 
nursing home real estate contract in the amount of five hundred twenty eight thousand 
six hundred forty dollars and forty three cents ($528,640.43). 
2. Judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins and against 
Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins on the counterclaim for breach of contract on the 
compensation agreement. Plaintiff owes Defendant nothing. 
3. On Count V (fraud and deceit), with respect to Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins only, the claim is dismissed with prejudice. 
4. All remaining claims against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins are dismissed 
with prejudice. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
Ll~ 
DATED this _, __ day of March 2016. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
AMENDED JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS WITH 54(b) 
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RULE 54(b) CERTIFICATE 
With respect to the issues determined by the above judgment it is hereby 
CERTIFIED, in accordance with Rule 54(b), I.R.C.P., that the Court has determined that 
there is no just reason for delay of the entry of a final judgment and that the Court has 
and does hereby direct that the above judgment shall be a final judgment upon which 
execution may issue and an appeal may be taken as provided by the Idaho Appellate 
Rules. 
DATED this ~~ day of March, 2016. 
Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
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OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
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ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS, 
Appellant, 
-vs-
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 













TO: THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENT, STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, AND THE 
CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above-named Appellant, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS ("Defendant" or 
"Appellant"), appeals against the above-named Respondent ( or "Plaintiff') to the Idaho Supreme 
Court from the final order entered in the above-entitled action on the January 28, 2016, 
Honorable Melissa Moody presiding. 
2. Appellant has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the judgment 
described in Paragraph 1 above are appealable under and pursuant to Rule 1 l(a)(l), of the Idaho 
Appellate Rules. 
3. A preliminary statement of the issues on appeal which the Appellant then intends 
to assert in the appeal; provided any such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the Appellant 
from asserting other issues on appeal: 
3 .1 Whether the Court erred in finding no notice of default or acceleration was 
required on the nursing home real estate contract; 
3 .2 Whether the Court erred in finding that Plaintiff proved damages to a 
degree of reasonable certainty; 
3.3 Whether the Court erred in finding that the Compensation Agreement is 
NOTICE OF APPEAL - 2 
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not valid and enforceable; and, 
3.4 Whether the Court erred in not applying the equitable doctrine of judicial 
estoppel, finding Plaintiff was never obligated to compensate Defendant and concluding 
Plaintiff's obligation was a personal or moral obligation. 
4. Has an order been entered sealing all or any portion of the record? No. If so, what 
portion? NI A .. 
5. (a) Is a reporter's transcript requested? 
Yes. The transcript has already been prepared and paid for by the parties. 
(b) The Appellant requests the preparation of the following portions of the 
reporter's transcript: 
(I) The entire reporter's standard transcript as defined in I.A.R. 25(a), 
in compressed format, of the trial before the district court on October 13-14, 2015; 
6. The Appellant requests the following documents be included in the clerk's record 
in addition to those automatically included under Rule 28, I.A.R.: 
6.1 Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for 
Summary Judgment 
6.2 Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/23/2013; 
6.3 Affidavit of Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants Motion for Summary 
Judgment- filed on or about 09/23/2013; 
6.4 Affidavit of Virginia Watkins m Support of Defendants Motion for 
Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/23/2013; 
6.5 Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and 
Viginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or about 09/23/2013; 
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6.6 Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 
10/09/2013; 
6.7 Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.8 Declaration of Steven G. Neighbors in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.9 Declaration of Steven Wieland in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment - filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.10 Declaration of Denise McClure in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment- filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.11 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment- filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.12 Joinder of Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/10/2013; 
6.13 Plaintiff's Motion and Memorandum in Support of Motion to Strike and 
Disregard Certain Testimony of Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins - filed on or 
about 10/15/2013; 
6.14 Plaintiff's I.R.C.P. Rule 56(t) Motion and Objection to Defendant's 
Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 10/15/2013; 
6.15 Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Opposition to Doug and Virginia 
Watkins's Motion For Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/15/2013; 
6.16 Declaration of Denise McClure in Opposition to Defendants Doug and 
Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment and in Support of Plaintiff's I.R.C.P 56(t) Motion -
filed on or about 10/15/2013; 
6.17 Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Doug and Virginia 
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Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 10/15/2013; 
6.18 Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or 
about 04/07/2014; 
6.19 Supplemental Declaration of Steven Neighbors in Support of Plaintiff's 
Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/07/2014; 
6.20 Supplemental Declaration of Steven Wieland in Plaintiffs Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 04/07/2014; 
6.21 Plaintiffs Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/07/2014; 
6.22 Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 04/17/2014; 
6.23 Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/17/2014; 
6.24 Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and 
Virginia Watkins' Amended for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/17/2014; 
6.25 Objection to Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment -
filed on or about 09/12/2014; 
6.26 Memorandum in Opposition to Amended Motion for Summary Judgment 
- filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.27 Declaration in Opposition to Amended Motion for Summary Judgment -
filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.28 Supplemental Declaration m Opposition to Motion for Summary 
Judgment- filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.29 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or 
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about 09/15/2014; 
6.30 Declaration of Kevin E Dinius in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.31 Declaration of Doug Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.32 Declaration of Brian Watkins - filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.33 Response to Objection and Affidavit and Supplemental Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/22/2014; 
6.34 Objections and Motion to Strike the Affidavit of William C. Tharp and 
Certain Testimony of William C. Tharp in His Affidavit Dated September 19, 2014 - filed on or 
about 09/22/2014; 
6.35 Second Declaration of Merlyn W. Clark- filed on or about 09/22/2014; 
6.36 Reply Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment Against Doug and Virginia Watkins and Brian and Robynlee Watkins - filed on or 
about 09/22/2014; 
6.3 7 Amended Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or about 
09/22/2014; 
6.38 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Strike and Disregard Certain 
Testimony of Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins - filed on or about 09/22/2014; 
6.39 Reply to Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Doug and 
Virginia Watkins Amended Motion for Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/23/2014; 
6.40 Errata Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Objections and Motion to 
Stike the Affidavit of William C Tharp and Certain Testimony of William C Tharp in his 
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Affidavit dated September 19, 2014- filed on or about 09/23/2014; 
6.41 Plaintiffs Objections and Motion to Strike the Affidavit of William C 
Tharp and Certain Testimony of William C Tharp in his Affidavit dated September 19, 2014 -
filed on or about 09/23/2014; 
6.42 Defendants Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment- filed on or about 09/24/2014; 
6.43 Affidavit of William C Tharp in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/24/2014; 
6.44 Affidavit of Brian D Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 09/26/2014; 
6.45 Affidavit of Robynlee Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 09/26/2014; 
6.46 Errata Declaration of Merlyn W Clark in Support of Plaintiffs Motion to 
Strike the Affidavit of Donald Eugene Watkins and Certain Statements therein and in Support of 
Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/29/2014; 
6.47 Affidavit of Brian D Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 10/03/2014; 
6.48 Affidavit of Robynlee Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 10/03/2014; 
6.49 Order on Plaintiffs Motion to Strike - filed on or about 10/09/2014; 
6.50 Order Denying in Part and Granting in Part Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or about 
10/14/2014; 
6.51 Order Denying Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed 
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on or about 10/14/2014; 
6.52 Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment and Memorandum in Support - filed on or about 11/03/2014; 
6.53 Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion 
for Reconsideration - filed on or about 11/17/2014; 
6.54 Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion to Reconsider Order Denying 
Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 11/20/2014; 
6.55 Order Granting Partial Summary Judgment on Counts 10, 11, and 12 of 
the First Amended Complaint- filed on or about 12/01/2014; 
6.56 Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins Proposed Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law-filed on or about 12/16/2015; 
6.57 Plaintiff's Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, And Order 
- filed on or about 12/16/2015; 
6.58 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order - filed on or about 
12/16/2015; 
6.59 Judgment Against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins with 54(b) 
Certificate - filed on or about 01/28/2016. 
7. I certify: 
7 .1 That a copy of this notice of appeal has been served on the reporter; 
7.2 That the court reporter has been paid for preparation of the reporter's 
transcript; 
7.3 That the clerk of the district court has been paid the estimated fee of $100 
for preparation of the clerk's record; 
7.4 That the appellate filing fee has been paid; and, 
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• 
7.5 That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to Rule 20. 
DATED this ~day of March, 2016. 




Attorneys for Appellant 
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• 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the /o"A-day of March, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise, ID 83707 
Tiffany Fisher 
Court Reporter to the Honorable Melissa Moody 
Ada County Courthouse 
200 W. Front St. 
Boise, ID 83 702 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile -No. 954-5210 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 888-5130 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Email - ngh@hillenlaw.com 
~ US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile - No. 
'- """ 
cmff:\Clients\W\Watkins, A Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Notice of Appeal.docx 
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A.M·------1P.M., ___ _ 
MAR 1 6 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH Clerk 
s~ ANNAMARIE: MEYER • 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 











BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 






BRIAND. WATKINS andROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital) 








Case No. CV OC 0921373 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS FOR 
ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS FOR 
ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS - 1 
44787.0001.7985863.l 
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STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 










ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 

















JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS: 
Plaintiff Stella Watkins, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Arthur Donald 
Watkins, is awarded reasonable attorneys' fees and costs against Defendant Arnold Douglas 
Watkins in the amount of one hundred sixty-six thousand six hundred twenty-eight dollars and 
sixty-six cents ($166,628.66). 
i\-' 
DATED THIS J4 - day of March, 2016. 
By~~ 
Hon. Melissa Moody 
District Judge 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS FOR 
ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS - 2 
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CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 11.o~ay of March, 2016, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS FOR ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to each of the following: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Stephen C. Smith 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
[Attorneys for Plaintif.f] 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHID 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83707 
~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: mclark@hawleytroxell.com 
D Telecopy 208-954-5210 
r5u.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
D Telecopy 208-466-7910 
ffiJ.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-475-0101 
.EPCT.s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: rlong@foleyfreeman.com 
D Telecopy 208-888-5130 
~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
D Telecopy 208-297-5774 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS FOR 
ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS - 3 
44787 .0001.7985863. l 
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' ' • 
Janine P. Reynard 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
1655 W. Fairview Avenue, Suite 209B 
Boise Idaho 83702 
~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
DE-mail: reynardtrustee@gmail.com 
D Telecopy 208-345-6144 
JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS FOR 




<C z -C, -a: 
0 
Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Stephen C. Smith, ISB No. 7336 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 





Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
•---"""1plrn'1LE'irrip~i'"-:~";";Q;:;---
A.M.----
MAR 2 5 2016 
CHRISTOPHER O. RICH, Clerk 
By TYLER ATKINSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 











BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital) 
Community composed thereof; DONALD ) 
EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE WATKINS,) 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community ) 
composed thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS ) 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, ) 
husband and wife and the Marital Community ) 






BRIAND. WATKINS andROBYNLEE ) 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the marital ) 








STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL ) 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF ) 
) 
Case No. CV OC 0921373 
RESPONDENT'S REQUEST FOR 
ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS IN 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL 
PRURSUANT TO I.AR. 19 AND I.AR 
28(C) 
RESPONDENT'S REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS IN 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL PRURSUANT TO I.AR. 19 AND I.AR 











ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and ) 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, and) 
the Marital Community composed thereof, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and 
STEVEN G. NEIGHBORS, AS TRUSTEE 
OF THE A. DON WATKINS REVOCABLE 
TRUST DATED MAY 1, 2009, 

















TO: THE ABOVE NAMED APPELLANT AND HIS ATTORNEYS OF RECORD, 
AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that the Respondent Plaintiff Stella Watkins as Personal 
Representative of the Estate of Arthur Donald Watkins in the above-entitled proceeding hereby 
requests pursuant to Rules 19 and 28( c) of the Idaho Appellate Rules the inclusion of the 
following material in the clerk's record in addition to that required to be included by the Idaho 
Appellate Rules and requested in the notice of appeal: 
1. Complaint Filed November 6, 2009. 
2. Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Answer and 
Counterclaim (Kevin E. Dinius and Michael J. Hanby II for Defendants Arnold 
Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins filed January 12, 2012. 
3. First Amended Complaint filed February 10, 2012. 
RESPONDENT'S REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS IN 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL PRURSUANT TO I.A.R. 19 AND I.A.R 




4. Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Answer to First 
Amended Complaint and Counterclaim (Kevin Dinius for Arnold and Virginia 
Watkins) filed February 27, 2012. 
5. Answer to First Amended Complaint and Counterclaim (Tharp for Brian Watkins 
and Robynlee Watkins) filed February 27, 2012. 
6. Defendants Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie Watkins Answer to First Amended 
Complaint (Edwin Schiller for Donald Eugene Watkins and Katie Watkins) filed 
March 6, 2012. 
7. Answer to First Amended Complaint and Amended Counterclaim filed March 9, 
2012. 
8. Plaintiffs Reply to Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' 
Counterclaim filed March 15, 2012. 
9. Plaintiffs Reply to Defendants Brian D. Watkins and Robynlee Watkins' 
Counterclaim filed March 16, 2012. 
10. Plaintiffs Pretrial Memorandum filed April 9, 2015. 
11. Stipulation Re: Substitution of Plaintiff filed December 16, 2015. 
12. Affidavit of Merlyn W. Clark filed December 16, 2015. 
13. Order Regarding Substitution of Plaintiff filed January 8, 2016. 
14. Judgment filed January 11, 2016. 
15. Affidavit of Merlyn W. Clark in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Costs and 
Attorney Fees filed January 25, 2016. 
16. Plaintiff's Memorandum of Costs and Attorneys' Fees filed January 25, 2016. 
17. Order Denying Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' 
Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs filed March 4, 2016 
RESPONDENT'S REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS IN 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL PRURSUANT TO I.A.R. 19 AND I.AR 
28(C) - 3 
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14. Judgment filed January 11, 2016. 
15. Affidavit of Merlyn W. Clark in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Costs and 
Attorney Fees filed January 25, 2016. 
16. Plaintiff's Memorandum of Costs and Attorneys' Fees filed January 25, 2016. 
17. Order Denying Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' 
Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs filed March 4, 2016 
18. Award of Plaintiff's Costs and Attorney Fees filed March 4, 2016. 
19. Order on Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins' Motion for Reconsideration of 
Final Judgment filed March 4, 2016. 
20. Amended Judgment Against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins with 54(b) 
Certificate filed March 4, 2016. 
21. Notice of Appeal filed March 10, 2016. 
22. · Judgment Against Arnold Douglas Watkins for Attorney Fees and Costs fviled 
March 16, 2016. 
"r'--1-,5 ~ 
DATED THIS day of March, 2016. 
ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By__.'-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Merlyn W. Clark, ISB No. 1026 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Arthur Donald Watkins 
RESPONDENT'S REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS IN 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL PRURSUANT TO I.AR. 19 AND 1.A.R 




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
/JL_:;pc; 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this~ day of March, 2016, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing RESPONDENT'S REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS IN 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL PRURSUANT TO I.AR. 19 AND I.AR 28(C) by the 
method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
Edwin G. Schiller 
SCHILLER & SCHILLER, CHID 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
[Attorney for Donald Eugene And Katie Watkins] 
Kevin E. Dinius 
Michael J. Hanby II 
DINIUS & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
5680 E. Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, ID 83687 
[Attorney for Arnold Douglas and Virginia Watkins] 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: egsl@mindspring.com 
~ Telecopy 208-466-7910 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
J&I Telecopy 208-475-0101 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
Meridian, Idaho 83642 DE-mail: rlong@foleyfreeman.com 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise Idaho 83707 
Janine P. Reynard 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
p Telecopy 208-888-5130 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 
D E-mail: ngh@hillenlaw.com 
_Jf Telecopy 208-297-5774 
D U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
D Hand Delivered 
D Overnight Mail 1655 W Fairview Avenue, Suite 209B 
Boise, ID 83702 DE-mail: reynardtrustee@gmail.com 
9CTelecopy 208-345-6144 
Merlyn W. Clark 
RESPONDENT'S REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS IN 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL PRURSUANT TO I.AR. 19 AND I.AR 
28(C) - 5 
44787.0001.8013868.l 
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5680 East Franklin Road, Suite 130 
Nampa, Idaho 83687 
Telephone: (208) 475-0100 
Facsimile: (208) 475-0101 
ISB Nos. 5974, 5745 
kdinius@diniuslaw.com 
shallodgayne@diniuslaw.com 
Attorneys for Appellant 
3, 
~·----.. -·~~ 5 
APR 2 5 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ALESIA BUTTS 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE 
OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
-vs-
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and 
KA TIE WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; and ARNOLD DOUGLAS 
WATKINS and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the Marital 
Community composed thereof, 
Defendants. 























CASE NO. CV-OC-0921373 





ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS, 
Appellant, 
-vs-
STELLA WATKINS, as Personal 















TO: THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENT, STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, AND THE 
CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. · The above-named Appellant, ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS ("Defendant" or 
"Appellant"), appeals against the above-named Respondent ( or "Plaintiff') to the Idaho Supreme 
Court from the final order entered in the above-entitled action on the January 28, 2016, 
Honorable Melissa Moody presiding. 
2. Appellant has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the judgment 
described in Paragraph 1 above are appealable under and pursuant to Rule 1 l(a)(l), of the Idaho 
Appellate Rules. 
3. A preliminary statement of the issues on appeal which the Appellant then intends 
to assert in the appeal; provided any such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the Appellant 
from asserting other issues on appeal: 
3 .1 Whether the Court erred in finding no notice of default or acceleration was 
required on the nursing home real estate contract; 
3 .2 Whether the Court erred in finding that Plaintiff proved damages to a 
degree of reasonable certainty; 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 2 
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3.3 Whether the Court erred in finding that the Compensation Agreement is 
not valid and enforceable; and, 
3.4 Whether the Court erred in not applying the equitable doctrine of judicial 
estoppel, finding Plaintiff was never obligated to compensate Defendant and concluding 
Plaintiff's obligation was a personal or moral obligation. 
3.5 Whether the Court erred in granting Plaintiff's Motion for Costs and 
Attorney Fees without hearing on Defendants' objection and without reviewing the 
entries/charges. 
3.6 Whether the Court erred in denying Defendants' Motion for Attorney 
Fees and Costs determining Defendants did not prevail on six of the seven claims brought 
by Plaintiff. 
4. Has an order been entered sealing all or any portion of the record? No. If so, what 
portion? NIA 
5. (a) Is a reporter's transcript requested? 
Yes. The transcript has already been prepared and paid for by the parties. 
(b) The Appellant requests the preparation of the following portions of the 
reporter's transcript: 
(1) The entire reporter's standard transcript as defined in I.A.R. 25(a), 
in compressed format, of the trial before the district court on October 13-14, 2015; 
6. The Appellant requests the following documents be included in the clerk's record 
in addition to those automatically included under Rule 28, I.A.R.: 
6.1 Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Motion for 
Summary Judgment 
6.2 Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 3 
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and Virginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/23/2013; 
6.3 Affidavit of Doug Watkins in Support of Defendants Motion for Summary 
Judgment- filed on or about 09/23/2013; 
6.4 Affidavit of Virginia Watkins in Support of Defendants Motion for 
Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/23/2013; 
6.5 Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and 
Viginia Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 09/23/2013.· 
6.6 Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 
10/09/2013; 
6.7 Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/09/2013; · 
6.8 Declaration of Steven G. Neighbors in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.9 Declaration of Steven Wieland in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment - filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.10 Declaration of Denise McClure in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.11 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment- filed on or about 10/09/2013; 
6.12 Joinder of Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/10/2013; 
6.13 Plaintiff's Motion and Memorandum in Support of Motion to Strike and 
Disregard Certain Testimony of Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins - filed on or 
about 10/15/2013; 
6.14 Plaintiff's I.R.C.P. Rule 56(t) Motion and Objection to Defendant's 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 4 
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Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or about 10/15/2013; ' 
6.15 Declaration of Arthur Donald Watkins in Opposition to Doug and Virginia 
Watkins's Motion For Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/15/2013; 
6.16 Declaration of Denise McClure in Opposition to Defendants Doug and 
Virginia's Motion for Summary Judgment and in Support of Plaintiffs I.R.C.P 56(t) Motion -
filed on or about 10/15/2013; 
6.17 Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Doug and Virginia 
Watkins' Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 10/15/2013; 
6.18 Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or 
about 04/07/2014; 
6.19 Supplemental Declaration of Steven Neighbors in Support of Plaintiffs 
Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/07/2014; 
6.20 Supplemental Declaration of Steven Wieland in Plaintiffs Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/07/2014; 
6.21 Plaintiffs Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment-filed on or about 04/07/2014; 
6.22 Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/17/2014; 
6.23 Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins 
and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment- filed on or about 04/17/2014; 
6.24 Memorandum in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and 
Virginia Watkins' Amended for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 04/17/2014; 
6.25 Objection to Plaintiffs Amended Motion for Partial Summary Judgment -
filed on or about 09/12/2014; 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 5 
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6.26 Memorandum in Opposition to Amended Motion for Summary Judgment 
- filed on or about 09/15/2014; · 
6.27 Declaration in Opposition to Amended Motion for Summary Judgment -
filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.28 Supplemental Declaration m Opposition to Motion for Summary 
/ 
Judgment- filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.29 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or 
about 09/15/2014; 
6.30 Declaration of Kevin E Dinius in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.31 Declaration of Doug Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.32 Declaration of Brian Watkins - filed on or about 09/15/2014; 
6.33 Response to Objection and Affidavit and Supplemental Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 09/22/2014; 
6.34 Objections and Motion to Strike the Affidavit of William C. Tharp and 
Certain Testimony of William C. Tharp in His Affidavit Dated September 19, 2014 - filed on or 
about 09/22/2014; 
6.35 Second Declaration of Merlyn W. Clark- filed on or about 09/22/20141 
6.36 Reply Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary 
Jud~ent Against Doug and Virginia Watkins and Brian and Robynlee Watkins - filed on or 
about 09/22/2014; 
6.37 Amended Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or about 




6.38 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Strike and Disregard Certain 
Testimony of Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia Watkins -filed on or about 09/22/2014; 
6.39 Reply to Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Doug and 
Virginia Watkins Amended Motion for Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/23/2014; 
6.40 Errata Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Objections and Motion to 
Stike the Affidavit of William C Tharp and Certain Testimony of William C Tharp in his 
Affidavit dated September 19, 2014-filed on or about 09/23/2014;, 
6.41 Plaintiffs Objections and Motion to Strike the Affidavit of William C 
Tharp and Certain Testimony of William C Tharp in his Affidavit dated September 19, 2014 -
filed on or about 09/23/2014; 
6.42 Defendants Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment- filed on or about 09/24/2014; 
6.43 Affidavit of William C Tharp in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/24/2014; 
6.44 Affidavit of Brian D Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/26/2014; 
6.45 Affidavit of Robynlee Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/26/2014; 
6.46 Errata Declaration of Merlyn W Clark in Support of Plaintiffs Motion to 
Strike the Affidavit of Donald Eugene Watkins and Certain Statements therein and in Support of 
Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 09/29/2014; 
6.47 Affidavit of Brian D Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/03/2014; 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 7 
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6.48 Affidavit of Robynlee Watkins in Support of Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment-filed on or about 10/03/2014; 
6.49 Order on Plaintiffs Motion to Strike -filed on or about 10/09/2014; 
6.50 Order Denying in Part and Granting in Part Defendants Arnold Douglas 
Watkins and Virginia Watkins' Amended Motion for Summary Judgment - filed on or about 
10/14/2014; 
6.51 Order Denying Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed 
on or about 10/14/2014; 
6.52 Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Plaintiffs Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment and Memorandum in Support-filed on or about 11/03/2014; 
6.53 Defendants Doug and Virginia Watkins' Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion 
for Reconsideration- filed on or about 11/17/2014; 
6.54 Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion to Reconsider Order Denying 
Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment - filed on or about 11/20/2014; · 
6.55 Order Granting Partial Summary Judgment on Counts 10, 11, and 12 of 
the First Amended Complaint-filed on or about 12/01/2014; 
6.56 Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins Proposed Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law - filed on or about 12/16/2015;, 
6.57 Plaintiffs Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and Order 
- filed on or about 12/16/2015; 
6.58 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order - filed on or about 
12/16/2015; 
6.59 Affidavit of Merlyn W. Clark in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Costs 
and Attorney Fees - filed on or about 01/25/2016; 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 8 
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6.60 Plaintiffs Memorandum of Costs and Attorney Fees - filed on or about 
01/25/2016; 
6.61 Judgment Against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins with 54(b) 
Certificate - filed on or about 01/28/2016; 
6.62 Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs - filed on or about 02/11/2016; 
6.62 Declaration of Counsel in Support of Motion for Attorney Fees and 
Costs - filed on or about 02/11/2016; , 
6.64 Memorandum of Attorney Fees and Costs - filed on or about 
02/11/2016; 
6.65 Objection to Plaintiff's Memorandum of Attorney Fees and Costs -
filed on or about 02/11/2016; 
6.66 Declaration in Support of Objection ,to Plaintiff's Memorandum of 
Attorney Fees and Costs - filed on or about 02/11/2016; 
6.67 Order Denying Defendants Arnold Douglas Watkins and Virginia 
Watkins' Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs - filed on or about 03/04/2016; 
6.68 Award of Plaintiff's Costs and Attorney Fees - filed on or about 
03/04/2016; 
6.69 Amended Judgment Against Defendant Arnold Douglas Watkins with 
54(b) Certificate-filed on or about 03/04/2016; 
6.70 Judgment Against Arnold Douglas Watkins for Attorney Fees and 
Costs - filed on or about 03/16/2016. 
7. I certify: 
7 .1 That a copy of this amended notice of appeal has been served on the 
reporter; 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 9 
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7 .2 That the court reporter has been paid for preparation of the reporter's 
transcript; 
7.3 That the clerk of the district court has been paid the estimated fee of $100 
for preparation of the clerk's record; 
7.4 That the appellate filing fee has been paid; and, 
7 .5 That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to Rule 20. .L , l 
T'- M" 
DATED this __1f_ day of~, 2016. 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL - 10 
DINIUS LAW 
By: ____________ _ 
Kevin . Dinius 
Sar Hallock-Jayne 
Att eys for Appellant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE \ 
~ ~r\ 
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that on the K day of 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following by: 
Merlyn W. Clark 
Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley, LLP 
877 Main St., Ste. 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Edwin G. Schiller 
1202 1st St. S. 
P.O. Box 21 
Nampa, ID 83653 
Attorney for Defendants Donald and Katie Watkins 
Robin M. Long 
Foley and Freeman 
953 S. Industry Way 
Meridian, ID 83642 
Noah G. Hillen 
Chapter 7 Trustee 
P.O. Box 6538 
Boise, ID 83707 
Tiffany Fisher 
Court Reporter to the Honorable Melissa Moody 
Ada County Courthouse 
200 W. Front St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
D us Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 954-5210 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 466-7910 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Facsimile - No. 888-5130 
D US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
~ Email - ngh@hillenlaw.com 
~ US Mail 
D Overnight Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile - No. 
cmff:\Clients\W\Watkins, A. Doug 24413\v. Arthur Donald Watkins .002\CV-OC-0921373\Non-Discovery\Amended Notice of Appeal.docx 
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001773
TO: Clerk of the Court 
Idaho Supreme Court 
451 West State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
(208) 334-2616 
NO. ___ min--.:=~:----
A.M. ____ F-'~ (3J3Z 
MAY O 2 2016 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x Docket No. 44036 
STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KATIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the 
Marital Community composed thereof; 
and ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and 
VIRGINIA WATKINS, husband and wife, 
and the Marital Community composed 
thereof, 
Defendants. 




STELLA WATKINS AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ESTATE OF 
ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Respondent. 
------- x 
(Continued to next page) 
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(Continued) 
NOTICE OF TRANSCRIPT OF 358 PAGES LODGED 
Appealed from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, 
Honorable Melissa Moody, District Court Judge. 
This transcript contains: 
10-13-15 
10-14-15 
Court trial, Day 1 
Court trial, Day 2 
DATE: May 2, 2016 
Tiffany F' her, Court Reporter 
Official ourt Reporter, 
Judge Melissa Moody 
Ada County Courthouse 
Idaho Certified Shorthand Reporter No. 979 
Registered Professional Reporter 
001775
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, Supreme Court Case No. 44036 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS, 
Defendant-Appellant, 
and 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KA TIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital Community 
composed thereof; and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
Defendants. 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and STEVEN G. 
NEIGHBORS, as Trustee of the A. DON WATKINS 
REVOCABLE TRUST DATED MAY I, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DA TED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendants. 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
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I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
the State of Idaho in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify: 
There were no exhibits offered for identification or admitted into evidence during the 
course of this action. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the said 
Court this 3rd day of May, 2016. 
,,,111111,,,, 
,,, ' Ju ,,,, 
.. ,, t:,.'\\\ Dlc; ,,, 
.,, :\ ••o•••• .-.// ,, 
... ·-,~~·· ... ~ ,:. 
CHRI$T<:!Y~ttER n WQ..R,. ~ ~ 
.. -/ • '\\\'t' • (/) -
Cler~ o die ~ istrict Court : ~ : 
:- u : - oF - : - : 
- ~ • • n -- ct-· 0 •"-J-: '<". 0 \\JI\\\ • :: 
,:. Jl~~ •• .,_: 
By ·~ ~  ~ -· !::- .:, ,... ' .. ' ... 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
"· I •••• (.C)~ .. . Deputy Ol$rk1 1.D '0 ~ , .. .. ,,, • FOR ,\ . ,,, 
''••11111111'' 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, Supreme Court Case No. 44036 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS, 
Defendant-Appellant, 
and 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KA TIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital Community 
composed thereof; and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYN LEE WATKINS, 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and STEVEN G. 
NEIGHBORS, as Trustee of the A. DON WATKINS 
REVOCABLE TRUST DATED MAY I, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DA TED JULY 8, 2011, 
Counterdefendants. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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--------------------------~ - ------ .. --
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I have 
personally served or mailed, by either United States Mail or Interdepartmental Mail, one copy of 
the following: 
CLERK'S RECORD AND REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 
to each of the Attorneys of Record in this cause as follows: 
KEVIN E. DINIUS 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
Date of Service: 
MAY O 3 2016 
---------
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
MERLYN W. CLARK 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
,, ...... ,,,, ,,, ,,, 
...... , ,c\r\L Dts '•,, 
...... '0 '0' ••••••• l'..f>,;,: ,, .... '\ ••• -'\;, ••• ('> ,, 
.. _..,,__ • ;:- • /> , 
: ..... , .. / _., " •• 1:. 
CHRIS. ~ p EI~)). ~CH ! ~ ~ 
Clerk tl!e:J)isttict~ ot1.R : ~ : 
: .. ,:_).~I'":(_;: 
-:.o•.o !2 : .2;: 
~ V • • -:- ._ ,. .. . ... ' 
~~ .-~ .. . By ·,~ .. ~·· ,.>- .. . ' " , , '\) ., .. 
Deputy Cler ~ \'- \,,,~ ,,,,, .... ,,,, 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, Supreme Court Case No. 44036 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS, 
Defendant-Appellant, 
and 
BRIAND. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, 
husband and wife, and the Marital Community composed 
thereof; DONALD EUGENE WATKINS and KA TIE 
WATKINS, husband and wife, and the Marital Community 
composed thereof; and VIRGINIA WATKINS, 
Defendants. 
BRIAN D. WATKINS and ROBYNLEE WATKINS, 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, 
Counterdefendant. 
ARNOLD DOUGLAS WATKINS and VIRGINIA 




STELLA WATKINS as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of ARTHUR DONALD WATKINS, and STEVEN G. 
NEIGHBORS, as Trustee of the A. DON WATKINS 
REVOCABLE TRUST DATED MAY I, 2009, 
RESTATEMENT DA TED JULY 8, 20 I I, 
Counterdefendants. 
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I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the 
State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record in 
the above-entitled cause was compiled under my direction and is a true and correct record of the 
pleadings and documents that are automatically required under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules, 
as well as those requested by Counsel. 
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the Notice of Appeal was filed in the District Court on the 
10th day of March, 2016. 
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